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Report  Summary 


Introduction 


Our  audit  concentrated  on  the  Water  Development  Program  and 
the  Renewable  Resource  Development  Program.  These  programs 
are  administered  by  the  Resource  Development  Bureau,  Con- 
servation and  Resource  Development  Division,  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  (DNRC).  Since  the  pro- 
grams are  similar  in  terms  of  administration,  the  bureau  admin- 
isters them  together  to  eliminate  duplication. 


We  limited  our  review  of  the  Renewable  Resource  Development 
Program  to  water- related  projects  since  our  direction  from  the 
Legislative  Audit  Committee  was  to  review  water  projects.   We 
limited  our  work  of  Water  Development  Program  projects  and 
information  to  that  pertaining  to  public  entities  since  the 
legislature  must  appropriate  loan  and  grant  funds  for  projects 
sponsored  by  public  entities.  We  included  information  for  the 
1983  through  1991  sessions  to  provide  a  complete  history  of  the 
Water  Development  Program. 


Description  of  Programs 


The  Water  Development  (WD)  Program  was  established  by  the 
legislature  in  1981  to  promote  and  advance  the  beneficial  use  of 
water.  The  program  was  created  to  allow  the  citizens  of 
Montana  to  achieve  full  use  of  the  state's  water  by  providing 
grant  and  loan  financing  for  water  development  projects  and 
activities.   Applicants  must  document  how  the  funds  spent  will 
enhance  the  common  well-being  of  Montanans  through  measur- 
able conservation  and  the  management,  better  use,  development, 
or  protection  of  a  targeted  resource  that  is  water-related.   Pri- 
vate and  public/governmental  entities  are  eligible  to  apply  for 
both  loans  and  grants.   Public  entities  can  apply  for  grants  for  up 
to  $100,000,  small  loans  (up  to  $200,000),  or  large  loans  (over 
$200,000). 


The  Renewable  Resource  Development  (RRD)  Program  was 
established  by  the  legislature  in  1975  to  develop  renewable 
natural  resources.   The  program  is  to  ensure  the  quality  of 
existing  public  resources  is  not  significantly  diminished  by  these 
developments.  Only  public/governmental  entities  are  eligible  to 
apply  for  loans  and  grants  under  this  program.   Loans  may  be 
issued  for  up  to  $200,000  and  grants  up  to  $100,000.   An  entity 
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can  apply  for  both  a  loan  and  a  grant.   A  water-related  RRD 
project  can  also  be  evaluated  under  the  WD  Program,  but  a  grant 
or  loan  will  only  be  awarded  under  one  program  or  the  other,  not 
both. 


Conclusion 


We  reviewed  the  process  used  by  the  Resource  Development 
Bureau  to  solicit  public  entities  to  apply  for  a  grant  and/or  loan 
through  the  WD  and  RRD  Programs.   We  also  reviewed  the 
criteria  used  by  DNRC  to  rank  projects  for  both  programs.   We 
examined  the  process  used  to  rank  projects  prior  to  receipt  of 
project  information  by  the  legislature.   We  then  compared 
DNRC's  ranking  and  recommended  funding  of  projects  to  the 
ranking  and  funding  approved  by  the  legislature. 


Our  review  indicated  the  bureau  had  a  reasonable  process  for 
soliciting  applications  from  public  entities  for  WD  and  RRD 
grants  and  loans  for  the  1993  session.   We  could  not  determine 
what  was  done  in  prior  years  due  to  lack  of  detailed  information. 

We  compared  criteria  found  in  statute  and  rule  to  criteria  used 
by  the  DNRC  reviewers  when  evaluating  the  applications 
submitted  from  the  1983  through  the  1991  sessions.   We  found 
the  reviewers  followed  criteria  established  in  statute  and  rule. 

For  the  1983  through  1991  sessions  the  projects  were  ranked  by 
DNRC  staff  based  upon  a  point  scale.  After  the  staff  ranked  the 
projects,  the  Water  Development  Advisory  Council  heard  testi- 
mony from  project  sponsors  and  recommended  changes  concern- 
ing the  ranking  and  funding  of  projects  to  DNRC.   The  revised 
ranking  and  funding  recommendations  were  submitted  to  the 
department  director  and  the  governor.   Both  parties  reviewed  the 
recommended  ranking  and  funding  and  made  desired  changes. 
(In  1991  the  Water  Development  Advisory  Committee  reviewed 
the  projects  after  the  department  director  and  the  governor.   The 
council  decided  at  that  time  a  committee  review  of  1993  projects 
was  not  necessary  since  it  duplicates  what  is  done  in  regular 
legislative  sessions.) 

The  department  then  gave  the  legislature  information  concerning 
each  project  including  the  final  ranking  and  recommended 
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funding.  The  legislature  heard  testimony  from  project  sponsors 
and  then  determined  the  ranking  and  funding  of  projects. 
Generally,  the  ranking  and  funding  recommended  by  DNRC/the 
governor  was  followed  by  the  legislature. 

Overall  the  process  is  following  statutory  guidelines.   Potential 
applicants  are  notified  of  the  programs.   Decisions  are  based  on 
pre-established  criteria.   Even  though  the  governor,  department 
director,  and  the  legislature  have  the  authority  to  change  project 
rankings,  historically  there  has  been  very  few  changes. 
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Introduciion 


The  Legislative  Audit  Committee  requested  a  performance  audit 
of  the  Water  Development  Program,  administered  by  the 
Resource  Development  Bureau,  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  and  Conservation  (DNRC).   We  included  the  Renew- 
able Resource  Development  Program  in  our  review  since  it  is 
similar  to,  and  administered  with,  the  Water  Development 
Program. 


Audit  Objectives 


This  report  provides  information  concerning: 

1.  The  process  used  by  DNRC  to  determine  the  ranking  of 
Water  Development  (WD)  Program  and  water-related 
Renewable  Resource  Development  (RRD)  Program  projects. 

2.  What  information  is  given  to  the  legislature. 

3.  Project  ranking  and  funding  by  the  legislature. 

The  objectives  of  the  review  were  to  determine  for  WD  and 
water-related  RRD  projects,  for  the  1983  through  1991  legisla- 
tive sessions,  the  following: 

1.  Application  solicitation  process. 

2.  Project  ranking  by  DNRC  staff. 

3.  Project  ranking  after  Water  Development  Advisory  Council 
review. 

4.  Project  ranking  and  funding  by  the  legislature  compared  to 
DNRC's  and  the  governor's  recommended  ranking  and 
funding. 

5.  Number  and  dollar  amount  of  grants  and  loans  reappro- 
priated  funds  in  subsequent  legislative  sessions. 


Audit  Sc()|}e  and 
Methodology 


The  audit  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  government  audit- 
ing standards  for  performance  audits.   We  limited  our  review  of 
the  RRD  Program  to  water-related  projects  since  our  direction 
from  the  Legislative  Audit  Committee  was  to  review  water 
projects.   We  limited  our  work  of  WD  Program  projects  and 
information  to  that  pertaining  to  public  entities  since  the 
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legislature  must  appropriate  loan  and  grant  funds  for  projects 
sponsored  by  public  entities.  The  department  director  can 
approve  funds  for  projects  sponsored  by  private  entities.   We 
included  information  for  the  1983  through  1991  sessions  to 
provide  a  complete  history  of  the  WD  Program. 

We  interviewed  department  staff  and  reviewed  department 
records  to  determine  how  information  pertaining  to  the  WD  and 
RRD  Programs  is  disseminated  to  public  entities.   We  reviewed 
mailing  lists  and  determined  entities  receiving  information 
appeared  appropriate. 

We  reviewed  state  statutes,  administrative  rules,  and  information 
given  to  the  legislature  to  determine  criteria  used  by  the  depart- 
ment when  reviewing  projects.   We  then  reviewed  project  files 
to  ensure  DNRC  followed  the  criteria  when  evaluating  projects. 
We  also  reviewed  project  files  to  determine:    1)  if  ranking  points 
reported  to  the  legislature  in  prior  years  were  correct;  and 
2)  why  appropriated  funds  were  not  used  by  applicants. 

We  obtained  appropriation  bills  for  water  development  and 
renewable  resource  development  projects  for  the  1983  through 
1991  sessions.   We  used  information  in  the  bills  to  compare 
DNRC's  and  the  governor's  project  ranking  to  the  legislature's 
ranking  of  projects.   Legislative  committee  meeting  minutes 
were  then  reviewed  to  determine  the  reason  why  rankings  were 
changed.   Appropriation  bills  were  also  reviewed  to  determine 
how  many  projects  were  reappropriated  funds  in  subsequent 
legislative  sessions. 

We  compared  projects  which  had  not  been  appropriated  funds  in 
one  session  to  projects  in  subsequent  sessions  to  determine  if 
project  sponsors  continued  to  apply  for  funds.   For  those  pro- 
jects which  appeared  in  subsequent  sessions,  we  determined  the 
ranking  and  if  the  projects  were  appropriated  funds. 
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Data  Limitations 


Government  auditing  standards  require  the  disclosure  of  any 
constraints  imposed  on  the  audit  approach  because  of  data 
limitations.   We  were  unable  to  achieve  our  audit  objectives  for 
all  years  under  review  because  of  limited  documentation.   We 
could  not  compare  ranking  information  given  the  Water  Devel- 
opment Advisory  Council  to  project  ranking  after  the  council's 
review  for  the  1983  through  1989  sessions.   Department  person- 
nel were  not  able  to  locate  the  Advisory  Council  information  for 
those  sessions. 


Issues  for  Further  Study 


We  will  issue  a  second  report  addressing  program  intent,  and 
efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  the  administration  of  the  two 
programs.  The  amount  of  audit  work  we  will  conduct  pertaining 
to  program  intent  is  dependent  upon  the  outcome  of  legislation 
pending  during  the  1993  legislative  session  which  combines  the 
WD  Program  and  RRD  Program.   The  administrative  areas  we 
will  audit  include  follow-up  of  projects  after  grant  or  loan  funds 
were  issued  to  project  sponsors,  and  the  actual  cost  to  review  and 
rank  applications. 


The  second  report  will  also  include  information  pertaining  to  the 
funding  of  projects  sponsored  by  private  entities.   We  will 
review  the  process  followed  to  solicit  applications  from  private 
entities,  the  application  review  process,  follow-up  of  projects 
after  DNRC  has  disbursed  the  grant  or  loan  funds,  and  the 
process  followed  when  a  sponsor  defaults  on  a  loan. 
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Introduction 


The  Resource  Development  Bureau,  Conservation  and  Resource 
Development  Division,  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 
Conservation  (DNRC),  administers  the  Water  Development 
Program  and  the  Renewable  Resource  Development  Program. 
Since  the  programs  are  similar  in  terms  of  administration,  the 
bureau  administers  them  together  to  eliminate  duplication.  The 
primary  difference  between  the  programs  is  applicant  eligibility 
and  types  of  projects  eligible  for  funding.   Water  and  non-water 
related  projects  are  eligible  under  the  Renewable  Resource 
Development  Program,  whereas  only  water-related  projects  are 
eligible  under  the  Water  Development  Program.   Projects  spon- 
sored by  private  applicants  are  eligible  under  the  Water  Develop- 
ment Program  and  are  not  eligible  under  the  Renewable 
Resource  Development  Program.   Public/governmental  entities 
eligible  to  apply  for  funding  under  either  program  include: 


--  Departments,  agencies,  boards,  commissions,  or  other 

divisions  of  state  government 

--  Cities 

--  Counties 

--  Conservation  districts 

--  Irrigation  districts 

--  School  districts 

--  Sewer  districts 

--  Universities 

--  Water  districts 

Only  one  grant  and/or  loan  is  recommended  for  each  project  so  a 
project  is  not  funded  under  both  programs  in  a  biennium. 

The  following  sections  describe  program  funding  and  adminis- 
tration of  each  program. 


Water  Development 
Program 


The  Water  Development  (WD)  Program  was  established  by  the 
legislature  in  1981  to  promote  and  advance  the  beneficial  use  of 
water.  The  program  was  also  created  to  allow  the  citizens  of 
Montana  to  achieve  full  use  of  the  state's  water  by  providing 
grant  and  loan  financing  for  water  development  projects  and 
activities.   Applicants  must  document  how  the  funds  spent  will 
enhance  the  common  well-being  of  Montanans  through 
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measurable  conservation  and  the  management,  better  use, 
development,  or  protection  of  a  targeted  resource  that  is  water- 
related.  Table  1  describes  the  types  of  projects  and  activities 
DNRC  has  determined  to  be  eligible  for  grants  and/or  loans, 
based  upon  state  statute. 


Table    1 

Uater  Develop»ent  Prograw 
Eligible  Water  Developnent  Projects  and  Activities 

Eligible  Projects 

1.  "Works"  for  the  purpose  of  irrigation,  flood  prevention,  or 
drainage.* 

2.  Protection  or  benefit  of  fish  and  wildlife. 

3.  Improvement  of  public,  water-based  recreation  opportunities. 

4.  Development  of  hydropower. 

5.  Watering  of  stock. 

6.  Supplying  water  for  public,  domestic,  industrial,  or  other 
uses. 

7.  Fire  protection. 

Eligible  Activities 

1.  The  promotion  of  efficient  water  use  in  agriculture. 

2.  Water  quality  improvement  in  agriculture  and  other  non-point 
source  uses. 

3.  Protection  and  enhancement  of  water-based  recreation. 

4.  Control  of  streambank  erosion. 

5.  Control  of  river  and  stream  sedimentation. 

*  Works  includes  all  means  of  conserving  and  distributing  water, 
such  as  reservoirs,  dams,  diversion  canals,  waste  canals, 
drainage  canals,  dikes,  lateral  ditches  and  pumping  units, 
mains,  pipelines,  and  waterworks  systems  for  the  conservation, 
storage,  distribution,  and  use  of  water. 


Source:  Ccnpiled  by  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Auditor  frcw 
depertMent  records 


Water  development  activities  are  to  provide  greater  local  and 
state  control  of  Montana's  water  and  may  or  may  not  provide 
marketable  benefits. 

Eligible  water  storage  projects  include  efforts  which  involve 
water  development  projects  when  they  enhance  water  storage 
capacity  or  rehabilitate  existing  facilities  that  are  aging  and  in 
need  of  repair.   The  projects  should  result  in  better  management 
of  the  state's  water  and  more  extensive  benefits  from  the  water 
that  moves  through  Montana. 
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Program  Funding  A  special  revenue  account  was  created  in  1981  for  the  WD 

Program.   Funds  deposited  in  the  account  are  received  from  four 
sources:  1)  all  revenue  from  state-owned  water  resource  projects 
and  other  related  money  as  provided  in  section  85-1-332,  MCA; 
2)  the  remainder  of  the  1.25  percent  of  total  Coal  Severance  Tax 
(CST)  proceeds  allocated  to  the  water  development  debt  service 
fund  after  debt  service  requirements  are  met;  3)  any  fees 
collected  from  loan  repayments  to  DNRC  for  servicing  loans; 
and  4)  30  percent  of  Resource  Indemnity  Trust  (RIT)  interest 
earnings  after  funds  are  deducted  for  the  Environmental  Contin- 
gency Account  and  the  Oil  and  Gas  Production  Damage  Mitiga- 
tion Account.   The  legislature  appropriates  grant  and  loan  funds 
to  public/governmental  entities  from  the  state  special  revenue 
account. 

To  finance  loans,  DNRC  has  the  authority  to  issue  general 
obligation  water  development  bonds  totalling  $10  million. 
Approximately  $5  million  in  bonds  have  been  issued  as  of 
December  1992. 

DNRC  is  also  authorized  to  issue  CST  bonds  of  $250  million, 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Examiners.   As  of 
November  1992,  approximately  $63  million  in  bonds  were  issued. 

Public  entities  can  apply  for  grants  for  up  to  $100,000,  small 
loans  (up  to  $200,000),  or  large  loans  (over  $200,000).   Entities 
can  apply  for  both  a  loan  and  a  grant. 

Public  Entity  Grant  For  public  entities,  DNRC  limits  its  grant  funding  recommenda- 

Funding  tions  to  a  maximum  of  $100,000  for  water  development  pro- 

posals.  If  no  revenue  source  is  available  to  repay  a  possible  loan, 
DNRC's  grant  funding  recommendation  is  up  to  100  percent  of 
the  project's  total  cost  but  not  more  than  $100,000.   In  this  case, 
the  applicant  must  provide  evidence  to  show  no  revenue  source 
is  available  for  loan  repayment.  The  typical  grant  funding  level 
is  at  least  25  percent  of  the  project's  total  cost  but  no  more  than 
$50,000. 

Appropriated  grant  funds  are  awarded  in  the  order  of  legislative 
priority  as  funds  become  available  during  the  two  years  which 
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follow  each  regular  legislative  session.   Thus,  higher-ranked 
projects/activities  receive  funding  beginning  in  July  after  the 
regular  session,  one  year  after  applications  are  first  submitted. 
Lower-ranked  projects/activities  are  funded  during  the  two 
fiscal  years  which  follow.   For  the  lowest  ranked 
projects/activities,  this  may  be  up  to  three  years  after  applica- 
tions are  first  submitted. 

Public  Entity  Small  Loan  Public  entity  small  loans  may  be  used  to  supplement  water 

Funding  development  grant  funds.   DNRC  uses  the  proceeds  from  the 

sale  of  state  bonds  to  purchase  bonds  from  eligible  applicants. 

Interest  rates  are  the  rate  at  which  the  state  bonds  are  sold. 

Repayment  periods  may  be  for  up  to  30  years  but  are  limited  to 

the  life  of  the  project  or  activity. 

Public  Entity  Large  Loan  Large  loans  are  also  available  for  water  development  projects  or 

Funding  activities.  These  loans  are  funded  with  proceeds  from  the  sale  of 

CST  bonds.  Interest  rates  for  these  loans  may  be  reduced  below 
that  of  the  state  bond  if  financial  feasibility  and  need  is  demon- 
strated. The  repayment  period  is  typically  20  years  and  may  not 
exceed  40  years. 

DNRC  recommends  to  the  legislature  the  interest  rate  to  charge 
for  large  loans.   For  local  governments  which  can  indebt  them- 
selves, DNRC  established  a  formula,  with  legislative  approval,  to 
determine  how  much,  if  any,  of  the  interest  should  be  subsi- 
dized. The  formula  is  based  upon  median  household  income. 
DNRC  determines  the  percentage  of  median  household  income 
used  to  pay  user  rates  and  then  recommends  the  amount  of  sub- 
sidy.  The  following  table  shows  the  percentage  of  household 
income  used  to  pay  user  rates,  and  the  recommended  subsidy  for 
the  first  five  years  of  the  loan. 
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Table  2 

Water  Oevelocaent  Prograa 

Reccnaended  Siteidies  for  Large  Loans 

Reconmended 

Percentage  Household  Incoine 

Used  to  Pay  User  Rates 

Subsidy 

Less  than  1  percent 

no  subsidy 

At  least  1  percent  but  less  than  2  percent 

1  percent 

At  least  2  percent,  but  less  than  4  percent 

2  percent 

Greater  then  4  percent 

3  percent 

Source:  Departnent  records 

CST  revenues  are  used  to  pay  the  difference  between  the  interest 
paid  by  loan  recipients  and  the  finance  cost  of  the  bond. 

For  irrigation  districts  there  is  no  formula  so  the  department 
recommends  a  rate  for  the  legislature  to  consider.   The  3  percent 
interest  rate  recommended  for  irrigation  projects  presented  in 
the  1993  regular  legislative  session  is  based  upon  rates  approved 
by  the  legislature  in  previous  years. 


Application  Review  and 
Ranking  Process 


Applications  for  public  grants  and  loans  are  accepted  until  May 
15  of  even  numbered  years.  There  is  a  $150  application  fee  to 
be  submitted  with  the  application.   Applications  are  reviewed  for 
technical,  economic,  environmental,  and  financial  feasibility. 
There  is  also  a  review  of  all  applications  to  determine  if  an 
environmental  analysis  is  needed.   Figure  1  shows  the  flow  of  the 
application  review  and  ranking  process. 
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Figure  1 

Water  Develoo»ent  Prograa 
FtoMchart  of  Aa>lication  Review  and  Ranking  Process 


Application  received  by 
bureau. 


Application  reviewed  for 
completeness  by  ONRC 
staff. 


Sponsor  notified  and  given 
time  to  submit  information. 


Applications  given  to  key 
reviewers  according  to  area  of 
expertise. 


® 


Project/activity  ranking  and 
funding  given  to  WD  Advisory 
Council.  * 


Applications  given  to  secondary 
reviewers  (specialists)  for 
review. 


Advisory  Council  hears  testimony 
from  sponsors,  ranks 
projects/activities,  and 
recommends  funding. 


Key  reviewers  receive  comments 
from  secondary  reviewers. 


T 


Project/activity  ranking  and  funding 
given  to  department  director  who  can 
change  ranking  and  funding. 


Key  reviewers  allocate  points  to 
each  project/activity. 


Project/activity  ranking  given  to 
governor  who  can  change  ranking 
and  funding. 


Key  reviewers  and  bureau  chief  meet  and 
rank  all  projects/activities,  using  point 
score,  relative  to  all  pro|ects/actlvltles. 
Ttiey  also  recommend  funding. 


Project/activity  ranking  and  funding 
recommended  to  legislature. 


*  Advisory  Council  did  not  review  projects  presented  to  the  1993  Legislature. 
Source:       Coiif>iled  by  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Auditor  fro«  departnent  records 
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For  the  1991  session  the  advisory  council  reviewed  the 
projects/activities  after  the  governor  and  decided  not  to  make 
any  changes  in  project/activity  ranking.   At  that  time  the  council 
decided  their  review  was  not  needed  in  subsequent  years  since  it 
duplicated  what  is  done  in  the  regular  legislative  session.  The 
council  no  longer  meets  although  it  is  still  established  under  the 
Administrative  Rules  of  Montana. 


Funding  of  Projects 


A  report  is  written  for  the  legislature  showing  the  final  ranking 
and  recommended  loan  and/or  grant  funding  for  each 
project/activity.   A  summary  of  each  proposed  project/activity 
is  also  given  to  the  legislature.  The  Long-Range  Planning 
Subcommittee  reviews  the  information  from  DNRC,  listens  to 
testimony  from  project/activity  sponsors,  and  decides  on  ranking 
and  funding.   The  entire  legislative  body  votes  on  what 
projects/activities  are  funded,  the  amount  of  funding,  and  any 
interest  rate  subsidy. 


If  a  project/activity  sponsor  does  not  request  the  appropriated 
loan  and/or  grant  funds  in  the  two  fiscal  years  after  the  initial 
appropriation,  the  legislature  can  reappropriate  the  funds  in  the 
next  session.   If  the  entire  amount  of  a  grant  is  not  used  by  the 
project  sponsor,  the  remaining  funds  are  released  from  that  grant 
and  used  to  finance  another  grant  which  was  appropriated  funds. 

In  1985,  the  legislature  started  appropriating  funds  for  emer- 
gency grants.   Per  state  statute,  emergency  projects  must  be 
approved  by  the  department.   Emergency  projects  are  defined  as 
projects  which,  if  delayed  until  legislative  approval  is  obtained, 
will  cause  substantial  damages  or  legal  liability  to  the  project 
sponsor  (section  85-1-605(2),  MCA).  The  amount  appropriated 
has  been  $125,000  for  each  biennium. 


Renewable  Resource 
Develupment  Program 


The  Renewable  Resource  Development  (RRD)  Program  was 
established  by  the  legislature  in  1975  to  develop  renewable 
natural  resources.   The  program  was  also  created  to  ensure  the 
quality  of  existing  public  resources  is  not  significantly  dimin- 
ished by  these  developments.  Only  public  entities  are  eligible  to 
apply  for  funding  under  this  program. 
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Funds  may  be  used  for: 

1.  The  purchase,  lease,  or  construction  of  projects  which  con- 
serve, manage,  use,  develop,  or  preserve  land,  water,  fish, 
wildlife,  recreational,  or  other  renewable  resources. 

2.  Feasibility  or  design  studies. 

3.  Development  of  plans  to  rehabilitate,  expand,  or  modify 
existing  projects. 


Program  Funding  When  the  RRD  Program  was  established,  DNRC  was  given  the 

authority  to  issue  bonds  totaling  $5  million  to  finance  loans.  One 
million  dollars  in  bonds  were  issued,  and  approximately  $4  mill- 
ion in  bond  authority  is  still  available  for  this  purpose.   A  state 
special  revenue  account  was  also  established  for  the  RRD  Pro- 
gram.  Fund  sources  are:    1)  renewable  resource  loan  repayments; 
2)  the  remainder  of  the  1.25  percent  of  CST  proceeds  allocated 
to  the  renewable  resource  development  debt  service  fund  after 
debt  service  requirements  are  met;  and  3)  8  percent  of  RIT 
interest  earnings  after  deductions.  The  legislature  appropriates 
funds  for  grants  and  loans  from  the  state  special  revenue 
account. 

From  1981  to  1988,  specific  percentages  of  RRD  grant  funds 
were  earmarked  for  the  following  types  of  projects/activities: 

--    15  percent  for  timber  stand  improvement. 

--   40  percent  for  water  development. 

--    15  percent  for  improvements  on  agricultural  lands. 

--    10  percent  for  conservation  districts  for  development  of 

water  reservations. 
--   20  percent  for  other  projects  the  department  considered 

important. 

The  1987  Legislature  repealed  the  RRD  grant  funding  cate- 
gories, beginning  with  the  1990-91  biennium.   Funding  alloca- 
tions are  now  determined  by  application  ranking  and  not  by 
project  type. 
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Program  Administration  This  program  is  administered  the  same  as  the  WD  Program.   The 

application  and  review  cycles  are  the  same,  as  is  the  legislative 
approval  process.   Loans  may  be  issued  for  up  to  $200,000,  and 
grants  up  to  $100,000.   An  entity  can  apply  for  both  a  loan  and  a 
grant.   A  water-related  RRD  project  can  also  be  evaluated  under 
the  WD  Program,  but  a  grant  or  loan  will  only  be  awarded  under 
one  program  or  the  other,  not  both. 
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Introduction 


We  reviewed  the  process  used  by  the  Resource  Development 
Bureau,  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNRC),  to  solicit 
public  entities  to  apply  for  Water  Development  (WD)  Program 
and  Renewable  Resource  Development  (RRD)  Program  grants 
and  loans.   We  also  reviewed  the  criteria  used  by  DNRC  to  rank 
projects  for  both  programs.   We  compared  DNRC's  ranking  and 
recommended  funding  of  projects  to  the  ranking  and  funding 
approved  by  the  legislature.    The  information  we  gathered  is 
detailed  in  the  following  sections. 


Hie  Bureau  Has  an 
Established  Process  to 
Solicit  Applications 


Our  review  indicated  the  Resource  Development  Bureau  had  a 
process  to  solicit  applications  for  public  loans  and  grants  to  be 
presented  to  the  1993  Legislature.   Information  gathered  for 
prior  years  was  not  complete  due  to  changes  in  bureau  staff,  so 
we  could  not  determine  what  entities  were  sent  applications.   We 
did  determine  applications  were  mailed  to  entities  whether  the 
application  was  requested  or  not. 


For  the  1993  session,  mailing  lists  were  obtained  from  other 
divisions  within  DNRC  and  other  state  agencies.   Duplicate 
addresses  were  deleted.   Public  entities  on  the  final  list  were  sent 
a  brochure  describing  the  two  programs.   If  the  recipient  was 
interested  in  an  application,  a  portion  of  the  brochure  could  be 
mailed  to  the  department.   An  application  was  then  sent  to  the 
entity.   News  releases  were  also  sent  to  association  newsletters 
and  weekly  and  daily  newspapers. 

We  reviewed  the  list  of  public  entities  which  received  brochures 
for  the  1993  cycle.   We  determined  the  entities  on  the  list  were 
appropriate.   Included  in  the  list  were  37  agricultural  associa- 
tions. Soil  Conservation  Service  field  offices,  irrigation  districts, 
water  users  associations,  and  state  agencies. 
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Do  Staff  FoUow  Estab- 
Ushed  Criteria  When 
Reviewing  Applications? 


We  examined  state  statutes  and  administrative  rules  to  determine 
what  criteria  were  specified  concerning  the  types  of  WD  and 
RRD  projects  eligible  for  funding  from  the  1983  through  the 
1991  sessions.   We  then  compared  the  criteria  found  in  statute 
and  rule  to  the  criteria  used  by  the  reviewers  when  evaluating 
the  applications  submitted  in  that  time  period.   We  found  the 
reviewers  followed  criteria  established  in  statute  and  rule. 


Table  3  lists  the  criteria  in  the  law  and  used  by  the  department 
for  evaluating  WD  applications  for  the  1983  through  1991  ses- 
sions. 


Table    3 

Hater  Developignt  Prograw 

Criteria  Used  to  Evaluate  Projects 

(1983  through  1991) 

1.  The  projects  optimize  public  benefits  and  enhance  public 
resources. 

2.  The  project  is  part  of  a  family  farm  operation. 

3.  The  project  will  use  reserved  water. 

4.  There  is  need  and  urgency  for  the  project. 

5.  The  project  fully  utilizes  water,  and  promotes  conservation 
and  efficient  use  of  the  resource. 

6.  The  project  is  a  water  storage  project. 

7.*    The  project  has  potential  for  statewide  application. 
8.*    The  project  has  not  received  funds  previously. 
9.*    The  project  does  not  take  prime  agricultural  land  out  of 
production. 

*  These  criteria  were  adopted  by  DNRC  primarily  to  make  the  Water 
Development  Program  compatible  with  the  Renewable  Resource 
Development  Program. 

Source:    CoR^iled  by  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Auditor  frow 
state  statute  and  department  records 


For  the  1983  through  1991  sessions  state  law  required  specific 
goals  be  met  for  the  use  of  RRD  funds.  These  goals  were  to: 

1.  Enhance  public  resources. 

2.  Optimize  public  benefits. 

3.  Promote  conservation  and  efficient  use  of  renewable 
resources. 
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How  Were  the  Projects 
Ranked  Prior  to  Receipt 
by  the  Legislature? 


DNRC  ranked  projects  based  upon  a  point  score.   For  the  1983 
through  1989  sessions,  the  projects  were  then  given  to  the  Water 
Development  Advisory  Council  which  could  change  the  ranking 
of  projects.  The  new  ranking  was  then  given  to  the  department 
director  who  could  make  changes  in  the  ranking.  The  governor 
was  given  the  director's  ranking  and  changes  again  could  be 
made.  The  governor's  ranking  was  the  one  given  to  the  legisla- 
ture.  Due  to  lack  of  documentation,  we  could  not  determine 
what  changes  were  made  in  project  ranking  by  the  advisory 
council,  the  department  director,  or  the  governor  for  the  1983 
through  1989  sessions. 


For  the  1991  session,  the  department  director  and  governor 
reviewed  the  projects  before  the  advisory  council  met.   Depart- 
ment files  indicated  the  director  changed  the  ranking  of  6  of  the 
19  WD  projects  and  5  of  the  41  RRD  projects.  The  governor 
changed  the  ranking  of  two  RRD  projects.   The  following  table 
shows  the  ranking  given  WD  projects  by  DNRC  staff,  the  depart- 
ment director,  and  the  governor. 
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Table  4 

Changes  in  Ranking  of  1991  Uater  Develoi 

Bureau 

Ment  SmU 

Loans  and 

Governor 

Grants 

Director 

Name  of  Project 

Chinook  ID;  Milk  River  H20  Supply 

Rank 
1 

Rank 

Rank 
1 

Comments 

1 

Private  Applicant;  Fishery  Improveflient 

2 

13 

12 

Lower  Musselshell  CO;  River  Mgmt  Tools 

3 

2 

2 

Glasgow  ID;  Improving  H20  Use  Efficiency 

4 

3 

3 

Greenfields  ID;  Greenfields  Gravity  Sprinkler 

5 

4 

4 

Roosevelt  Cnty;  Roosevelt  Rural  Water  Dev. 

6 

5 

Withdrew  application 

Jocko,  et  al.  ID;  Flathead  Irrigation  Info 

7 

6 

6 

Granite  CO;  Demonstration  Ice  Block 

8 

15 

15 

L&C  Cnty  CD;  Milan  Water  Cons.  Project 

9 

8 

7 

DNRC,  Water  Mgmt;  Beaverhead  Cnty  GroundHZO 

10* 

Broadwater  CD;  Irrigation  Water  Management 

11 

** 

Private  Applicant;  Ruby  Creek  Dam 

12 

9 

8 

Fort  Shaw  ID;  R&B  Study 

13* 

MT  State  Library;  Drought  Monitoring  System 

U 

7 

5 

Dutton,  Town  of;  Dutton  H20  Storage  Reservoir 

15 

11 

10 

Fort  Shaw  ID;  Rehab  of  Headworks  &  "A"  Syst 

16 

10 

9 

Phillips  CD;  Moisture  Monitoring 

17 

14 

13 

Private  Applicant;  WasteH20  Collection 

18 

12 

11 

Teton  Cnty  CD;  Alternative  Diversion  Sites 

19* 

Liberty  Cnty  CO;  Sweetgrass  Hills  Study 

20* 

Private  Applicant;  Cherry  Creek  Flood  Control 

21 

17 

16 

Private  Applicant;  River  Road  Stabilization 

22 

18 

17 

Private  Applicant;  Sun  River  Water  System 

23 

19 

18 

Private  Applicant;  Crow  Creek  Lining  Project 

24 

20 

19 

MBMG;  Hydrologic  Control;  SE  Mobility 

16 

14 

*  Moved  to  RRD  before  seen  by  director 

**Moved  to  RRD  by  director 

R&B  =  Rehabilitation  and  Betterment 

ID  =  Irrigation  District 

CO  =  Conservation  District 

MBMG  =  MT  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology 

Source:   Caif>iled  by  the  Office  of  the  Legis 

lative  Auditor  fro*  depnrtiKnt  records 

How  Does  the  Legisla- 
tive Ranking  and  Fund- 
ing Compare  to 
DNRCs/the  Governor's 
Ranking  and  Funding? 


We  documented  DNRCs/the  governor's  recommended  ranking 
and  funding  of  WD  and  water-related  RRD  grant  and  small  loan 
projects.   We  then  compared  DNRCs/the  governor's  ranking  and 
funding  to  the  ranking  and  funding  appropriated  by  the  legisla- 
ture for  the  1983  through  1991  sessions.   We  found  the  legisla- 
ture generally  ranked  projects  in  the  same  order  as  DNRC/the 
governor.  The  legislature  also  generally  followed  the  recom- 
mended funding.   We  found  there  were  very  few  projects 
brought  before  the  legislature,  and  subsequently  funded,  which 
did  not  go  through  the  application  process. 
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The  1991  session  is  fairly  representative  of  funding  decisions 
made  by  the  legislature.   In  that  session  the  legislature 
appropriated  funds  for  13  of  the  19  WD  projects  requesting 
funds.  The  major  difference  in  ranking  was  that  the  legislature 
ranked  DNRC's/the  governor's  18th  project  as  number  13.  After 
reading  legislative  committee  meeting  minutes  we  could  not 
determine  the  specific  reason  the  ranking  was  changed. 

There  were  five  RRD  grant  proposals  which  were  appropriated 
loans  by  the  legislature  under  the  WD  program.   These  projects 
were  approved  loans  since  they  had  been  ranked  fairly  low  and 
would  probably  not  have  received  grant  funds  from  the  RRD 
program. 

The  following  table  shows  the  ranking  and  funding  for  the  1991 
WD  projects.   Information  includes  if  the  money  recommended 
or  appropriated  was  a  grant  or  loan,  the  funding  recommended 
by  DNRC/the  governor,  the  funding  appropriated  by  the  legisla- 
ture, DNRC's/the  governor's  ranking,  and  the  legislature's 
ranking. 
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Table  5 


Ranking  and  Finding  of  1991  Water  Devclop»ent  Swall  Loans  and  Grants 


Name  of  Project 

Chinook  ID;  Milk  River  H20  Supply 
Lower  Musselshell  CD;  River  Mgmt  Tools 
Glasgow  ID;  Improving  H20  Use  Efficiency 
Greenfields  ID;  Greenfields  Gravity  Sprinkler 
MT  State  Library;  Drought  Monitoring  System 
Jocko,  et  al.  ID;  Flathead  Irrigation  Info 
L&C  Cnty  CO;  Nilan  Water  Cons.  Project 
Private  Applicant;  Ruby  Creek  Dam 
Private  Applicant;  WasteH20  Collection 
Private  Applicant;  UasteH20  Collection 
Fort  Shaw  ID;  Rehab  of  Headworks  &  "A"  Syst 
Fort  Shaw  ID;  Rehab  of  Headworks  &  "A"  Syst 
Dutton,  Town  of;  Dutton  H20  Storage  Reservoir 
Phillips  CD;  Moisture  Monitoring 
Private  Applicant;  Sun  River  Water  System 
Chinook,  Town  of;  Milk  River  Weir  Replacement 
Belt,  Town  of;  Sewage  System  Improvements 
Glasgow,  Town  of;  Glasgow  H20  &  WasteHZO 
Missoula  City/Cnty  Health  Oept.;  Linda  Vista 
Fairfield,  Town  of;  Fairfield  Waterway 
Private  Applicant;  Fishery  Improvement 
MBMG;  Hydrologic  Control;  SE  Mobility 
Granite  CD;  Demonstration  Ice  Block 
Private  Applicant;  Cherry  Creek  Flood  Control 
Private  Applicant;  River  Road  Stabilization 
Private  Applicant;  Crow  Creek  Lining  Project 
TOTAL 

ID  =  Irrigation  District 

CO  =  Conservation  District 

MBMG  =  MT  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology 


DNRC/ 

DNRC/ 

Grant 

Governor 

Approp. 

Governor 

Leg. 

or  Loan 

Recom 
$  100,000 

Amount 
$  100,000 

Rank 

Rank 

G 

1 

1 

G 

72,539 

72,539 

2 

2 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

3 

3 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

4 

4 

G 

58,36A 

58,364 

5 

5 

G 

92,000 

92,000 

6 

6 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

7 

7 

G 

14,708 

14,708 

8 

8 

G 

50,000 

50,000 

11 

9 

L 

150,000 

G 

50,000 

50,000 

9 

10 

L 

50,000 

G 

91,319 

91,319 

10 

11 

G 

53,382 

53,382 

13 

12 

G 

0 

7,500 

18 

13 

L 

200,000 

14 

L 

100,000 

15 

L 

80,950 

16 

L 

100,000 

17 

L 

14,169 

18 

G 

15,000 

12 

G 

98,778 

14 

G 

67,787 

15 

G 

21,800 

16 

G 

5,000 

17 

G 

0 
$1,090,677 

19 

$1,584,931 

Source: 


Coapiled   by   the   Office   of    the   Legislative  Auditor    fro*   the   1991    appropriation   bill    and 
departaent  records 


For  comparisons  of  other  sessions  see  appendix  A. 


How  Much  Money  Has 
Been  Appropriated  for 
Projects? 


From  1983  through  1991,  the  legislature  appropriated  approxi- 
mately $17.1  million  to  public  entities  for  WD  and  water-related 
RRD  project  grants  and  small  loans.   In  that  same  time  period 
public  entities  requested  approximately  $36.2  million,  and 
DNRC/the  governor  recommended  funding  of  approximately 
$19.1  million.   For  the  1993  session,  approximately  $3.6  million 
was  requested  for  WD  and  water-related  RRD  grants  and  small 
loans,  and  DNRC/the  governor  recommended  funding  of 
$3.1  million.   The  following  figure  shows  the  dollar  amount 


Page  20 


Chapter  III  -  Administration  of  Programs  and  Legislative  Action 

requested  by  applicants,  the  amount  recommended  by 
DNRC/the  governor,  and  the  amount  appropriated  by  the  legis- 
lature for  the  1983  through  1991  sessions.   Also  included  is  the 
amount  requested  and  recommended  for  the  1993  session. 


Figure  2 

UP  t  RBD  Prograas  Coaparison  of  /mounts 

Requested.  RecowMndcd.  and  Appropriated 

(1983  thra«ih  1993) 


1983  1985  1987  1989 

Legislative  Sessions 


1991 


1993 


-^  Amount  Requested  +  Amount  Recommended  -*■  Amount  Appropriated 


Source:       Caaf>Ued  by  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Auditor  frca 
appropriation  bills  and  departaent  records 


The  legislature  approved  approximately  $109  million  for  large 
WD  loans  from  1983  through  1991.   Applicants  requested 
approximately  $117  million  in  the  same  time  period,  and 
DNRC/the  governor  recommended  funding  of  $1 12  million. 
Approximately  $7.3  million  was  requested  for  1993  and  DNRC 
recommended  funding  of  $7.7  million.   The  extra  money 
recommended  by  DNRC  would  allow  a  reserve  account  to  be 
established  for  some  of  the  projects. 
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How  Many  Grants  Were  DNRC  received  217  applications  for  WD  grants  from  1983 

Funded  and  What  Was  the  through  1991.   The  legislature  appropriated  $8.9  million  for  157 

Dollar  Amount?  regular  WD  grants  and  $500,000  for  emergency  grants.    As  of 

January  1993,  $4,475,574  had  been  disbursed  for  regular  grants 
and  $75,678  for  emergency  grants.   In  all  years  more  projects 
were  appropriated  funding  than  there  was  money  available.  This 
allowed  as  many  grants  as  possible  to  receive  money  as  soon  as 
funds  were  available,  either  through  the  WD  Special  Revenue 
Fund  or  because  other  sponsors  did  not  accept  the  grant  money 
they  were  appropriated. 

Table  6  shows,  for  normal  and  emergency  WD  public  grants,  the 
dollar  amount  appropriated,  the  dollar  amount  funded  by 
DNRC,  the  dollar  amount  disbursed,  and  the  number  of  projects 
which  received  grant  funds,  from  the  1983  through  the  1991 
session.   Not  all  of  the  projects  from  the  1987,  1989,  and  1991 
sessions  have  been  completed  or  contracted  so  the  amount 
dispersed  will  potentially  increase.  The  appropriated  amount  for 
1983,  1985,  and  1987  includes  both  WD  and  RRD  projects.    For 
1983  the  same  projects  were  appropriated  funds  under  both 
programs  although  the  ranking  was  different  between  the 
appropriation  bills.   During  the  1985  and  1987  sessions  the  water 
projects  in  the  two  programs  were  not  listed  separately  in  the 
appropriation  bills. 
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Table   6 

Water  Develocwent  Pti)lic  Grants 
(1983  through  1991  Sessions) 


Session 
1991* 
1989** 
1987**' 
1985 
1983 


Amount  Appropriated 
Emergency 
$125,000 
$125,000 
$125,000 
$125,000 


Amount   Funded 


Amount  Disbursed 


Normal 
$  817,604 
$  242,900 
$  689,586 
$3,705,000 
$3,053,211 


Normal 
$  817,604 
$  242,900 
$  335,212 
$1,535,400 
$1,826,400 


Emergency 
$32,800 
$  6,523 
$43,821 


Normal 
$  338,460 
$  201,859 
$  274,983 
$1,518,637 
$1,719,124 


Emergency 
$32,800 
$  5,741 
$37,137 


Normal 
10 

7 

5 

19(a) 
30 


#  Projects 


Emergency 
1 
2 
3 


*  Most    of    these    projects    have   not    yet    been    funded.       The    legislature    approved    funding    for    more 

projects   than  anticipated   funds   will    cover,    so   the  entire   amount    shown  as   funded  will    not   be 
disbursed. 

**         The    amount    appropriated    and    the    number    of    projects   does    not    include    four    projects    which    had 
appropriations  of  $328,768  terminated  during  the  special    legislative  sessions. 

***       The    amount    appropriated    and    the    number    of    projects    does    not    include    two    projects    which    had 
appropriations  of  $97,500  terminated  during  the  special    legislative  session. 

(a)       One  project  was  appropriated  $100,000  but  the  sponsor  did  not  provide  the  department  with  needed 
information  so  the  project  was  not  completed. 

Source:        Conpiled  by  the  Office  of   the  Legislative  Auditor   froai  appropriation  bills  and  departMent 
records 


DNRC  received  241  applications  for  water-related  RRD  grants 
from  1983  through  1991.  The  legislature  appropriated  a  total  of 
$9,876,354  for  166  water-related  RRD  projects.   As  of  January 
1993,  $1,473,855  had  been  disbursed  for  grants. 

Table  7  shows  the  amount  of  money  appropriated  by  the  legisla- 
ture for  water-related  RRD  grants,  the  amount  actually  funded 
by  DNRC,  the  amount  disbursed,  and  the  number  of  projects 
appropriated  funds  for  the  1983  through  1991  sessions.   As  in  the 
above  chart,  the  amounts  appropriated  for  1983,  1985,  and  1987 
include  both  WD  and  RRD  projects.   Also,  not  all  of  the  projects 
have  been  completed  or  contracted  so  the  amount  disbursed  will 
potentially  increase. 
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Table   7 

Renewable  Resource  Develop«nt  Pii)tic  Grants 
(1983  through  1991  Sessions) 


Session 
1991(a) 
1989(b) 
1987(c) 
1985(d) 
1983 


Amount 
Aptaropriated 
$1,515,489 
$1,032,073 
$  689,586 
$3,705,000 
$2,934,206 


Amount 
Funded 
$1,202,989 
$  684,193 
$  256,874 
$  435,000 
$  332,806 


Amount 
Disbursed 
$101,515 
$600,389 
$175,747 
$303,408 
$292,796 


Number 

Projects 

16 

15 

5 

5 

9 


(a)  Most  of  these  projects  have  not  yet  been  funded.  The  Legisla- 
ture approved  funding  for  more  projects  than  anticipated  funds 
will  cover,  so  the  entire  amount  funded  will  not  be  disbursed. 

(b)  Five  projects  are  not  yet  completed  or  contracted  so  the 
amount  disbursed  could  increase  by  $114,371.  Also,  the  amount 
appropriated  and  the  number  of  projects  does  not  include  one 
project  which  had  appropriations  of  $28,500  terminated  during 
the  special  legislative  session. 

(c)  One  project  appropriated  $86,300  is  not  yet  completed.  There 
is  an  undisbursed  balance  of  $79,862. 

(d)  One  project  appropriated  $100,000  was  terminated  by  the 
sponsor  and  ONRC. 

Source:   Conpiled  by  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Auditor  from 
appropriation  bills  and  departaent  records 


How  Many  Small  Loans 
Were  Funded  and  What 
Was  the  Dollar  Amount? 


DNRC  receive(i  23  applications  for  WD  small  loans  from  public 
entities  from  1983  through  1991.   The  legislature  approved 
funding  for  65  WD  small  loans  to  public  entities  in  that  same 
time  period.  The  legislature  approved  funds  for  42  of  the  65 
loans  to  entities  which  applied  for  a  grant  but  did  not  apply  for  a 
loan.  These  entities  had  the  ability  to  repay  the  money.   Loan 
funds  were  made  available  since  the  projects  were  ranked  so  low 
it  was  unlikely  grant  funds  would  be  available.  The  legislature 
appropriated  $5,679,382  and  $1,254,074  had  been  disbursed 
from  July  1983  to  January  1993. 


Table  8  shows  the  amount  of  money  appropriated  for  WD  public 
loans  under  $200,000,  the  amount  of  money  disbursed  by 
DNRC,  and  the  number  of  projects  appropriated  loan  funds  for 
the  1983  through  1991  sessions.  The  projects  are  denoted  as 
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having  received  funds,  declined  funds,  or  reappropriation  of  the 
funds  is  sought  in  the  1993  session. 


Table  8 

Water  Developwent  Pii>tic  Loans  (Under  t200.000) 
(1983  through  1991  Sessions) 


#  Loans 


Session 

1991 

1989 

1987 

1985 

1983 


Amount 
Appropriated 
$  545,119 
$  0 
$1,145,721 
$2,186,342 
$1,694,200 


Amount 
Disbursed 
S  0 
$  0 
$247,506 
$283,568 
$723,000 


Received  Declined  Carried 


Funds 
0 
0 
2 

5(c) 
8(f) 


Funds 

2 

0 

7(b) 
17(d) 
19(g) 


Over 
4(a) 
0 
0 

1(e) 
0 


(a)  One  was  also  appropriated  a  grant  which  had  not  been 
contracted  as  of  January  1993. 

(b)  Three  were  also  appropriated  grants.  One  grant  was  used  and 
two  were  terminated  in  legislative  special  sessions. 

(c)  All  were  also  appropriated  grants.  Three  of  the  grants  were 
not  funded  due  to  lack  of  money. 

(d)  All  were  also  appropriated  grants.  Eleven  of  the  grants  were 
not  funded  due  to  lack  of  money. 

(e)  The  project  was  also  appropriated  a  grant  but  it  was  not 
funded  due  to  lack  of  money. 

(f)  All  but  one  were  also  appropriated  grants.  Four  grants  were 
used  and  three  sponsors  accepted  the  amount  appropriated  for 
grants  as  loans. 

(g)  All  were  also  appropriated  grants.  Twelve  grants  were  used 
and  four  were  not  due  to  lack  of  funds. 

Source:   Coopiled  by  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Auditor  frca 
appropriation  bills  and  departaent  records 


Six  RRD  loans  have  been  approved  by  the  legislature.  Three 
loans  were  approved  in  1989  for  $376,380.  Two  loans  were 
taken  by  the  applicants,  and  one  was  declined.  The  1991  legis- 
lature also  approved  three  loans  for  $312,500.  Two  loans  were 
not  used  by  the  applicants  and  one  was  carried  over  to  the  1993 
session  for  reappropriation.   Applications  were  submitted  for  ten 
RRD  loans  in  1983.   Applicants  requested  approximately 
$4.4  million.   None  of  the  loans  were  appropriated  funds. 
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How  Many  Large  Loans  From  the  1983  through  1991  sessions,  92  project  sponsors 

Were  Funded  and  What  requested  loans  for  more  than  $200,000.   Eighty-six  projects 

Was  the  Dollar  Amount?  were  appropriated  loan  amounts  of  $109,652,448.   As  of  Novem- 

ber 1992,  $37,373,295  had  been  disbursed.  Another  $13,114,048 
which  had  been  appropriated  in  previous  years  had  been  carried 
over  to  the  1993  session  for  reappropriation. 

Table  9  details  the  WD  public  loans  over  $200,000  which  were 
approved  by  the  legislature  during  the  1983  through  1991  ses- 
sions. The  table  shows  the  dollar  amount  and  number  of  projects 
approved  for  each  type  of  interest  rate  subsidy  and  repayment 
period.  The  projects  are  denoted  as  having  received  funds, 
declined  funds,  or  reappropriation  of  the  funds  is  sought  in  the 
1993  session. 
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Table  9 

Water  Develocaient 

PUilic  Loans 

(Over  $200,000) 

(1983  through  1991  sessions) 

Amount 

#  Projects 

Received 

Declined 

Carried 

Session 

Aperopriated 

Funds 

Funds 

Over 

Interest  Rate  *           1 

1991 

$  2,871,066 

0 

0 

2 

2%  below/20 

yrs 

1,163,720 

0 

0 

1 

IX  below/20 

yrs 

749,797 

0 

1 

0 

Bond  rate 

3,040,000 

1 

0 

0 

3%/30  yrs 

402,700 

0 

0 

2 

6%/30  yrs 

Total 
1989 

$  8.227.283 

T 

0 

1 
1 

5 
0 

4X/30  yrs 

*   431,000 

5,435,853 

0 

2 

0 

3%  below/20 

yrs 

11,554,257 

4 

0 

2 

2%  below/20 

yrs 

2,151,660 

3 

0 

0 

1%  below/20 

yrs 

Total 

947.014 

0 

2 

0 

Bond  rate 

1987 

$20,519,784 

7 
1 

5 
0 

2 

0 

3%/30  yrs 

$  999,223 

653,125 

2 

0 

0 

2X  be low/ 20 

yrs 

10,202,600 

0 

1 

0 

IX  below/20 

yrs 

1,294,900 

0 

0 

1 

0.5X  below/20  yrs          1 

1.757.000 

1 

1 

2 

Bond  rate 

Total 
1985 

$14,906,848 

4 
3 

2 

4 

1 

0 

4%  below/20 

yrs 

$  8,919,000 

12,136,183 

10 

4 

0 

3X  below/20 

yrs 

3,393,026 

6 

1 

1 

2%  below/20 

yrs 

23,279,000 

1 

3 

0 

Bond  rate 

1,317,295 

1 

0 

0 

3X/30  yrs 

2,533,034 

0 

2 

0 

6X/30  yrs 

559.260 

0 

1 

0 

8X/20  yrs 

Total 
1983 

$52,136,798 

21 
8 

15 
5 

1 

0 

7X  below/20 

yrs 

$  6,079,500 

3,859,235 

0 

3 

0 

6.5X/20  yrs 

717,000 

1 

1 

0 

6%/20  yrs 

826,000 

1 

1 

0 

5%/20  yrs 

2.380.000 

_2 

0 

0 

3%/20  yrs 

Total 
*X%  below  - 

$13,861,735 

12 

set  at  that  percent 

10         0 
below  bond  rate  for  first  5 

years  of  loan. 

Interest  rate 

Source: 

Coapiled  by  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Auditor  froa  appropriation  bill 

s  and  departMent 

records 

Approximately  $530,000  a  year  is  paid  from  the  Coal  Severance 
Tax  revenue  to  subsidize  the  interest  payments  of  the  large  loans. 
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How  Many  Grants  and 
Loans  Are 

Reappropriated  Funds 
in  Subsequent  Sessions? 


We  reviewed  the  1983  through  1991  session  appropriation  bills 
and  found  21  of  the  71  WD  and  RRD  small  loans  were  reappro- 
priated funds  in  subsequent  sessions.  By  the  next  session  most 
sponsors  know  if  loan  funds  will  be  needed  in  the  future.  The 
following  table  shows,  for  the  1983  through  1991  sessions,  the 
dollar  amount  and  number  of  WD  and  RRD  small  loans  which 
were  reappropriated  funds  in  subsequent  sessions. 


Table 

10 

UD. 

and  RRD 

Small  La 
(1983 

ans  Reaopropr 

iated  in  Later  Sessions       1 

through  1991 

Sessions) 

Session 
1991 

#  Projects 

WO      RRD 

A      1 

Year 
1993 

Amount 

UD 

RRD 

$414,169 

$209,975 

1989 

0 
0 

3 
1 

1991 
1993 

$     0 
$     0 

$516,380 
$116,380 

1987 

4 
4 

0 
0 

1989 
1991 

$601,100 
$601,100 

$     0 
$     0 

1985 

7 
4 
1 
1 

0 
0 

1987 
1989 
1991 
1993 

$924,380 
$200,000 
$200,000 
$250,000* 

$     0 
$     0 
$     0 
$     0 

1983 

4 

0 

1985 

$482,000 

$     0 

•The 

project  was 

appropr 

ated  an  additional  $50,000. 

Source: 

CoMpiled  by  the  Office 
appropriation  bills 

of 

the  Legislative 

Auditor  frow 

Of  the  87  projects  appropriated  large  loans,  28  had  the  funds 
reappropriated  in  later  sessions.   The  following  table  shows,  for 
the  1983  through  1991  sessions,  the  dollar  amount  and  number  of 
large  loans  which  were  reappropriated  funds  in  subsequent 
sessions. 
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Table  11 

UD  Large 

Loans 

Reaooroeriated 

in 

Later 

Sessions 

(1963  throu^ 

1991  Sessions) 

Session 
1991 

£ 

Loans 
6 

Year 
1993 

Amount 

$  4,437,486 

1989 

6 
2 

1991 
1993 

$17,197,167 
$  8,276.562 

1987 

0 

$        0 

1985 

9 
4 
3 

1 

1987 
1989 
1991 
1993 

$10,566,683 
$  4,611,170 
$  5,162,298* 
$    400,00 

1983 

4 

2 

1985 
1987 

$  4,338,200 
$   670,000 

*One  project  was  appropriated  an  additional  $551,128 

Source:   Cc«piled  by  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Auditor 
froM  appropriation  bills 


Do  Sponsors  Reapply  if 
Their  Project  Is  not 
Appropriated  Funds? 


We  compared  projects  which  were  not  appropriated  funds  in  one 
session  to  the  projects  submitted  to  the  legislature  in  future 
sessions.   We  determined  few  sponsors  of  projects  which  did  not 
receive  funds  in  one  session,  reapply  for  funds  in  subsequent 
sessions.  Of  the  198  WD  and  water-related  RRD  projects  which 
did  not  receive  funds  from  1983  through  1991,  nine  projects 
were  resubmitted  for  funding  in  a  subsequent  session.  Three  of 
the  projects  were  approved  for  loans  in  subsequent  sessions,  the 
remaining  six  were  not  appropriated  any  funding. 


Conclusion 


We  reviewed  the  process  used  by  the  Resource  Development 
Bureau  to  solicit  public  entities  to  apply  for  WD  Program  and 
RRD  Program  grants  and  loans.   We  also  reviewed  the  criteria 
used  by  DNRC  to  rank  projects  for  both  programs.   We 
examined  the  process  used  to  rank  projects  prior  to  receipt  of 
project  information  by  the  legislature.   We  then  compared 
DNRC's  ranking  and  recommended  funding  of  projects  to  the 
ranking  and  funding  approved  by  the  legislature. 
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Our  review  indicated  the  bureau  had  a  reasonable  process  for 
soliciting  applications  from  public  entities  for  WD  and  RRD 
grants  and  loans  for  the  1993  session.   We  could  not  determine 
what  was  done  in  prior  years  due  to  lack  of  detailed  information. 
We  compared  criteria  found  in  statute  and  rule  to  criteria  used 
by  the  DNRC  reviewers  when  evaluating  the  applications 
submitted  from  the  1983  through  the  1991  sessions.   We  found 
the  reviewers  followed  criteria  established  in  statute  and  rule. 

For  the  1983  through  1991  sessions  the  projects  were  ranked  by 
DNRC  staff  based  upon  a  point  scale.   After  the  staff  ranked  the 
projects,  the  Water  Development  Advisory  Council  heard  testi- 
mony from  project  sponsors  and  recommended  changes  concern- 
ing the  ranking  and  funding  of  projects  to  DNRC.  The  revised 
ranking  and  funding  recommendations  were  submitted  to  the 
department  director  and  the  governor.   Both  parties  reviewed  the 
recommended  ranking  and  funding  and  made  desired  changes. 
(In  1991  the  Water  Development  Advisory  Committee  reviewed 
the  projects  after  the  department  director  and  the  governor.  The 
council  decided  at  that  time  a  committee  review  of  1993  projects 
was  not  necessary  since  it  duplicates  what  is  done  in  regular 
legislative  sessions.) 

The  department  then  gave  the  legislature  information  concerning 
each  project  including  the  final  ranking  and  recommended 
funding.   The  legislature  heard  testimony  from  project  sponsors 
and  then  determined  the  ranking  and  funding  of  projects. 
Generally,  the  ranking  and  funding  recommended  by  DNRC/the 
governor  was  followed  by  the  legislature. 

Overall  the  process  is  following  statutory  guidelines.   Potential 
applicants  are  notified  of  the  programs.   Decisions  are  based  on 
pre-established  criteria.   Even  though  the  governor,  department 
director,  and  the  legislature  have  the  authority  to  change  project 
rankings,  historically  there  has  been  very  few  changes. 
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APPENDIX  A 

The  following  tables  list  the  projects  for  which  entities  applied  for  Water  Development  (WD)  Program 
and/or  Renewable  Resource  Development  (RRD)  Program  grants  and  large  and  small  loans.  The 
tables  include  project  name,  if  the  money  recommended/appropriated  was  for  a  grant  or  loan,  the 
amount  DNRC  recommended  for  funding,  the  amount  appropriated,  DNRC's  ranking,  and  the 
ranking  the  legislature  gave  the  projects. 

For  the  1985  and  1987  sessions  the  Water  Development  Program  and  water-related  Renewable 
Resource  Development  Program  projects  were  listed  together.  The  tables  for  1989  and  1991 
Renewable  Resource  Development  Program  grants  and  loans  include  both  water-related  and  non- 
water  projects. 

1983  WO  SMALL  LOANS  AND  GRANTS 


Name  of  Project 


Grant 

or 

Loan 


DNRC 
Reconi. 


Approp. 
Amount 


DNRC 
Rank 


Leg. 
Rank 


Private  Applicant;  Storage  Dam  G    $   25,000 

Private  Applicant;  Storage  Dam  L  100,000 

Whitefish  Basin  WSD;  Land  Use  Master  Plan  G  125,000 

Jefferson  County  CD;  Pipestone  Or.  Erosion  G  125,000 

Triangle  CD;  Saline  Seep  Control  Project  G  125,000 

Geraldine  Rural  Water  System  G  125,000 

Geraldine  Rural  Water  System  L  100,000 

City  of  Bozeman;  Mystic  Lake  Dam  Repair  G  87,000 

City  of  Bozeman;  Mystic  Lake  Dam  Repair  L  100,000 

City  of  Helena;  Chessman  Reservoir  Stability  G  24,000 

City  of  Helena;  Chessman  Reservoir  Stability  L  11,000 

OFWP;  South  Sandstone  Dam  G  125,000 

DFWP;  Bitterroot  Flow  G  40,000 

Sheridan  County  CD;  NE  MT  GroundH20  Assess.  G  125,000 

Private  Applicant;  Canal  Rehab  G  125,000 

Private  Applicant;  Canal  Rehab  L  100,000 

Choteau  Cnty  CD;  Saline  Seep  Assessment  G  52,000 

Ingomar  Water  System  G  22,000 

Ingomar  Water  System  L  43,000 

DFWP;  Gartside  Dam  Repair  G  125,000 

U  of  M;  Flathead  Valley  GroundH20  Study  G  125,000 

City  of  Laurel;  Ditch  Lining  G  125,000 

Culbertson;  Water  System  Rehab.  G  125,000 

Culbertson;  Water  System  Rehab.  L  100,000 

Rosebud  County  CD;  Irrigation  Mgmt.  G  16,000 

Private  Applicant;  Water  Source  Improvement  G  27,000 

Private  Applicant;  Water  Source  Improvement  L  83,000 

Cascade-Teton  County  CDs;  Muddy  Creek  Proj  G  125,000 

South  Kremlin  and  Gilford  Rural  H20  System  G  88,000 

South  Kremlin  and  Gilford  Rural  H20  System  L  100,000 

Private  Applicant;  Canal  Lining  G  4,000 

Private  Applicant;  Canal  Lining  L  13,000 

Greenfield  Irrigation  District;  Headgate  Auto  G  87,000 

Greenfield  Irrigation  District;  Headgate  Auto  L  100,000 

Boa  Elder  Rural  H20  System  G  125,000 

Rosebud  County  CD;  Streambank  Stabilization  G  5,500 

Sheridan  County;  for  Antelope  H20  &  Sewer  G  125,000 

Sheridan  County;  for  Antelope  H20  &  Sewer  L  100,000 

DFWP;  Streambank  Stabilization  Program  G  50,000 

DNRC;  Riparian  Protection  Program  G  39,000 

Ekalaka;  Water  Master  Plan  G  17,000 

Ekalaka;  Water  Master  Plan  L 

Private  Applicant:  Circuit  Rider  G  21,000 

Private  Applicant:  Circuit  Rider  L  100,000 

DHES;  Water  Treatment  Plant  Analysis  G  16,000 


100,000 
100,000 
100,000 
100,000 
100,000 

87,000 
100,000 

24,000 

11,000 
100,000 

40,000 
100,000 


52,000 

22,000 

43,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

16,000 


100,000 

88,000 

100,000 


87,000 

100,000 

100,000 

5,500 

100,000 

100,000 

50,000 

39,000 

17,000 

6,000 


16,000 


2 
3 
4 
5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
15 
16 
17 

18 

19 

20 
21 

22 

23 

24 
25 
26 

27 
28 
29 

30 

31 


7 
8 
9 


10 
10 

11 
12 
13 
14 

15 


16 
17 


18 

19 
20 
21 

22 
23 
24 


25 
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1983  UP  SHALL  LOANS  AND  GRANTS  (cont.) 


Name  of  Project 


Grant 

or 

DNRC 

Approp. 

DNRC 

Leg. 

Loan 

Recom. 

Amount 

Rank 

Rank 

G 

$    6,000 

$    6,000 

32 

26 

L 

44,000 

44,000 

G 

41,900 

41,900 

33 

27 

G 

825 

34 

L 

2,500 

G 

35,000 

35,000 

35 

28 

L 

12,000 

12,000 

a 

8,000 

36 

L 

86,388 

G 

100,000 

29 

G 

15,000 

30 

G 

82,000 

82,000 

37 

31 

L 

100,000 

100,000 

G 

35,000 

38 

G 

18,000 

18,000 

39 

32 

L 

100,000 

100,000 

G 

125,000 

100,000 

40 

33 

L 

100,000 
0 

100,000 

41 

G 

125,000 

100,000 

42 

34 

L 

100,000 

100,000 

G 

6,000 

6,000 

43 

35 

L 

94,000 

94,000 

G 

36,000 

36,000 

44 

36 

L 

24,000 

24,000 

G 

37,000 

37,000 

45 

37 

L 

100,000 

100,000 

G 

41,000 

41,000 

46 

38 

G 

9,000 

9,000 

47 

39 

L 

3,000 

3,000 

L 

45,000 

45,000 

48 

40 

G 

7,600 

49 

L 

7,400 

G 

50,000 

50,000 

50 

41 

G 

13,500 

51 

L 

14,900 

G 

16,000 

16,000 

52 

42 

L 

6,000 

6,000 

G 

7,000 

7,000 

53 

43 

L 

3,000 

3,000 

G 

44,000 

44,000 

54 

44 

L 

36,000 

36,000 

G 

1,300 

55 

6 

3.600 

56 

L 

37.740 
0 
0 

57 
58 

G 

41,000 

41,000 

59 

45 

L 

59,000 

59,000 

G 

4,500 

60 

L 

55,500 

G 

31,811 

31,811 

61 

46 

G 

79,000 

79,000 

62 

47 

L 

100,000 
0 
0 
0 
0 

100,000 

63 
64 
65 
66 

G 

6,400 

67 

L 

75,260 

G 

40,000 

40,000 

68 

48 

G 

625 

69 

Flaxville;  Water  Source  Development 
Flaxville;  Water  Source  Development 
Dutton;  Water  Source  Feasibility  Study 
Private  Applicant;  Leak  Detector 
Private  Applicant;  Leak  Detector 
City  of  Whitefish;  Master  Water  Plan 
City  of  Whitefish;  Master  Water  Plan 
Private  Applicant;  Ditch  Co.  Diversion 
Private  Applicant;  Ditch  Co.  Diversion 
DNRC;  Completion  Yellowstone  Offstream 
Water  Resources  Oversight  Com. 
Hamilton;  Water  System  Rehabilitation 
Hamilton;  Water  System  Rehabilitation 
Private  Applicant;  Gravity  Irrigation  System 
Huntley  Irrigation  Proj;  Irrigation  Rehab 
Huntley  Irrigation  Proj;  Irrigation  Rehab 
Culbertson  H20  System  Rehab 
Culbertson  H20  System  Rehab 
Cascade  County  CD;  Riverbank  Stabilization 
Wolf  Point;  Water  System  Improvements 
Wolf  Point;  Water  System  Improvements 
Judith  Gap;  Water  Storage  Tank 
Judith  Gap;  Water  Storage  Tank 
Helena;  Red  Mountain  Trestle  Repair 
Helena;  Red  Mountain  Trestle  Repair 
Winnett,  Water  System  Repair 
Winnett,  Water  System  Repair 
DNRC;  Gravity  Irrigation  Development 
Seeley  Lake;  Water  &  Sewer  Master  Plan 
Seeley  Lake;  Water  &  Sewer  Master  Plan 
Virginia  City;  Sewer  &  Water  Extension 
Private  Applicant;  Hydroelectric! ty 
Private  Applicant;  Hydroelectricity 
McCone  County  CD;  Feasibility  Study 
Private  Applicant;  Hydropower  Development 
Private  Applicant;  Hydropower  Development 
Troy;  Master  Water  Plan 
Troy;  Master  Water  Plan 
Hot  Springs;  Water  Master  Plan 
Hot  Springs;  Water  Master  Plan 
Colunbus;  Itch-Kep-Pe  Park  Rehab. 
Columbus;  Itch-Kep-Pe  Park  Rehab. 
Private  Applicant;  Irrigation  Project 
Private  Applicant;  Irrigation  Project 
Private  Applicant;  Irrigation  Project 
Hot  Springs;  H20  System  Rehab 
Private  Applicant;  Irrigation  Project 
Cascade;  Landfill  Rehab  &  Park  Devel. 
Cascade;  Landfill  Rehab  &  Park  Devel. 
Private  Applicant;  Irrigation  Project 
Private  Applicant;  Irrigation  Project 
MT  Ag.  Exp.  St.;  Riparian  Grazing  Study 
City  of  Poison;  Drainage  Project 
City  of  Poison;  Drainage  Project 
U  of  M;  Riparian  Grazing  Study 
Private  Applicant;  Irrigation  Project 
MSU;  Mine  WasteH20  Treatment  Project 
Private  Applicant;  Irrigation  Project 
Private  Applicant;  Irrigation  Project 
Private  Applicant;  Irrigation  Project 
MT  Prison  Ranch;  Irrigation  &  Fert.  Proj 
Private  Applicant;  Irrigation  Project 
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1983  WD  SHALL  LOANS  AND  GRANTS  (cont.) 


Name  of  Project 


Grant 

or 

DNRC 

Approp. 

DNRC 

Leg. 

Loan 

Recom. 

Anwunt 

Rank 

Rank 

G 

$    4,500 

70 

G 

22.000 
0 

$   22.000 

71 
72 

49 

G 

850 

73 

G 

30.000 

30.000 

74 

50 

G 

10.000 

10.000 

75 

51 

G 

1,000 

1,000 

76 

52 

L 

16,200 

16,200 

G 

8,000 

8,000 

77 

53 

G 

8,000 

8,000 

78 

54 

L 

92,000 

92.000 

G 

45,000 

45.000 

79 

55 

G 

3,000 

80 

L 

28.000 

G 

80,000 

80,000 

81 

56 

G 

70,000 

70,000 

82 

57 

G 

5.000 

83 

Private  Applicant;  Hydropower  Project 
Hardin;  Flood  Mitigation  Plan 
MSU;  Crop  Irrigation  Requirement  Study 
Private  Applicant;  Hydropower  Project 
East  Bench  ID;  Streambank  Erosion  Control 
MT  Prison  Ranch;  Parshall  Flume 
Fort  Benton;  Water  Storage  Tank  Repair 
Fort  Benton;  Water  Storage  Tank  Repair 
DFWP;  Yellow  Bay  Recreation  Area 
Plains;  Water  Source  Development 
Plains;  Water  Source  Development 
DFWP;  Deadman's  Basin  Rec.  Area 
Private  Applicant;  Hydropower  Project 
Private  Applicant;  Hydropower  Project 
DFWP;  Logan  Recreation  Area 
DFWP;  Canyon  Ferry  Rec.  Area 
Private  Applicant;  Pond  Construction 
Total 


$6.001.799    S4. 747. 411 


1983  WATER-RELATED  RRD  GRANTS 


Name  of  Project 


DNRC 

Approp. 

DNRC 

Leg. 

Recom. 

Amount 

Rank 

Rank 

125,000 

S  100,000 

1 

1 

125,000 

100,000 

2 

2 

52,000 

52,000 

3 

3 

16,000 

16,000 

4 

4 

0(a) 

5 

31,811 

31,811 

6 

5 

0(b) 

7 

125,000 

100,000 

8 

6 

125,000 

100,000 

9 

7 

5,500 

5,500 

10 

8 

40,000 

40,000 

11 

9 

125,000 

100,000 

12 

10 

125,000 

100,000 

13 

11 

13,000 

13,000 

14 

12 

24,000 

24,000 

15 

13 

125,000 

100.000 

16 

14 

39,995 

39,995 

17 

15 

6.000 

6,000 

31 

16 

10.000 

10,000 

18 

17 

87.000 

87,000 

19 

18 

39.000 

39,000 

20 

19 

22.000 

22,000 

21 

20 

100.000 

100.000 

22 

21 

44.000 

44,000 

23 

22 

87,000 

87,000 

24 

23 

0(c) 

25 

82,000 

82,000 

26 

24 

6,000 

6,000 

27 

25 

125,000 

100,000 

28 

26 

125,000 

100,000 

29 

27 

35,000 

35,000 

30 

28 

41,000 

41,000 

32 

29 

9,000 

9,000 

33 

30 

125,000 

100,000 

34 

31 

50,000 

50,000 

35 

32 

U  of  M;  Flathead  County  Ground  H20  Study 

Whitefish  Basin  WSD;  Land  Use  Water  Plan 

Choteau  County  CO;  Saline  Seep  Assess. 

DHES;  Water  Treatment  Plant  Analysis 

MSU;  Mine  WasteH20  Treatment  Project 

MT  Ag.  Exp.  St.;  Riparian  Grazing  Study 

UM;  Riparian  Grazing  Study 

City  of  Laurel;  Ditch  Lining 

Jefferson  County  CD;  Pipestone  Creek  Erosion 

Rosebud  CD;  Streanfcank  Stabilization 

DFWP;  Bitterroot  Flow  Augmentation 

Triangle  CD;  Triangle  Area  Saline  Seep  Proj 

DFWP;  Gartside  Dam  Repair 

Ekalaka;  Water  Master  Plan 

City  of  Helena;  Chessman  Reservoir  Stability 

DFWP;  South  Sarxistone  Dam  Repair 

MT  Prison  Ranch;  Irrigation  &  Fert.  Proj 

Flaxville;  Water  Source  Development 

MT  Prison  Ranch;  Parshall  Flume 

Greenfield  ID;  Automation  of  Headgate 

DNRC;  Riparian  Protection  Program 

Ingomar;  Water  System 

Sheridan  County  for  Antelope;  H20  &  Sewer 

Columbus;  Itch-Kep-Pe  Park  Rehab 

City  of  Bozeman;  Mystic  Lake  Dam 

MSU;  Crop  Irrigation  Study 

Hamilton;  Water  System  Rehab 

Judith  Gap;  Water  Storage  Tank 

Wolf  Point;  Water  System  Improvement 

Geraldine  Rural  Water  System 

City  of  Whitefish;  Master  Water  Plan 

Cascade;  Landfill  Rehabilitation  &  Park  Dev 

Seeley  Lake;  Water  &  Sewer  Master  Plan 

Culbertson;  Water  System  Rehab 

DFWP;  Streambank  Stabilization  Program 
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Name  of  Project 


1983  WATER-RELATED  RRD  GRANTS 


DNRC 
Recom. 


Approp. 
Anwunt 


DNRC 

Leg. 

Rank 

Rank 

36 

33 

37 

34 

38 

35 

39 

36 

40 

37 

41 

42 

38 

43 

39 

44 

40 

45 

41 

46 

42 

47 

43 

48 

44 

49 

45 

50 

46 

51 

47 

52 

53 

48 

54 

49 

55 

50 

56 

51 

57 

52 

58 

53 

59 

54 

60 

55 

70,000 
125,000 


70,000 
100,000 


DFWP;  Canyon  Ferry  State  Recreation  Area 
Sheridan  County  CD;  NE  MT  Ground  H20  Assess 
DFWP;  Logan  State  Recreation  Area 
Hardin;  flood  Mitigation  Plan 
DFWP;  Yellow  Bay  Recreation  Area 
Virginia  City;  Sewer  &  H20  Extension 
Outton;  Water  Source  Feasibility  Study 
DNRC;  Gravity  Irrigation  Development 
DFWP;  Deadnan's  Basin  Recreation  Area 
Roosevelt  County  Rural  Water  System 
City  of  Poison;  Drainage  Project 
Helena;  Red  Mountain  Trestle  Repair 
Box  Elder  Rural  Water  System 
Hot  Springs;  Water  Master  Plan 
Cascade- Teton  CD;  Muddy  Creek  Project 
East  Bench  ID;  Streambank  Preservation 
Hot  Springs;  Water  System  Rehab 
Huntley  Irrigation  Project;  Rehab 
Troy;  Master  Water  Plan 
Winnett;  Water  System  Repair 
South  Kremlin  &  G  Rural  Water  System 
Rosebud  CD;  Irrigation  Hgmt.  Project 
Plains;  Water  Source  Development 
Fort  Benton;  Water  Storage  Tank  Repair 
McCone  County  CD;  Feasibility  Study 
Total 

(NOTE:  All  projects  requested  and  were  appropriated  funds  for  grants.) 

(a)  It  was  more  appropriate  for  Department  of  State  Lands'  abandoned  mine  program  to  finance  the  project  so 
DNRC  recommended  no  financing 

(b)  A  similar  project  was  submitted  by  the  Agriculture  Experiment  Station  which  had  a  greater  potential  for 
statewide  application. 

(c)  Similar  data  was  being  collected  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  this  project  did  not  add  anything 
new. 

(d)  The  sponsor  also  applied  for  funds  for  an  up-to-date  engineering  evaluation  so  they  could  not  start 
construction. 

1983  WD  LARGE  LOANS 


80,000 

80,000 

22,000 

22,000 

8,000 

8,000 

45,000 

41,900 

41,900 

41,900 

41,000 

45,000 

45,000 

125,000 

100,000 

79,000 

79,000 

36,000 

36,000 

100,000 

100,000 

7,000 

7,000 

125,000 

100,000 

30,000 

30,000 

0(d) 

18,000 

18,000 

16,000 

16,000 

37,000 

37,000 

88,000 

88,000 

16,000 

16,000 

8,000 

8,000 

1,000 

1,000 

50,000 

50.000 

$3,305,106 

$2,934,206 

Legislative  Action 


Name  of  Project 


Approp. 

Int( 

Amount 

Ri 

1,100,000 

130,000 

170,000 

1,790,000 

6.5% 

704,000 

5.0% 

1,733,200 

6.5% 

336,035 

6.5% 

162,000 

6.0% 

555,000 

6.0% 

180,000 

1,200,000 

3.0% 

1,180,000 

3.0% 

Rate 


Interest 

Rate 
1st  5  yrs 


Three  Forks  Water  System  Improvement 
Manhattan  Wastewater  Treatment  System  Improv. 
Manhattan  Water  System  Capital  Improv 
Roosevelt  Cnty  Rural  Water  System  Construction 
Culbertson  Water  Supply  &  Treatment  Facility 
Geraldine  Rural  Water  System  Construction 
South  Kremlin-Gilford  Rural  Water  System 
Huntley  Project  Irrigation  District  Rehab 
Pondera  CD;  Lower  Birch  Creek  Watershed  Plan 
Ennis  Sewage  Treatment  Construction 
East  Bench  Gravity  Flow  Irrigation  Project 
Bitterroot  Irrigation  District  Three  Mile  Farm 


7% 
7% 
7% 


7% 
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1983  WD  LARGE  LOANS  (cont.) 


Name  of  Project 


Approp. 
Amount 


Legislative  Action 


Interest 
Rate 


Interest 

Rate 
1st  5  yrs 


Noxon  Rural  Water  System  Improvement 
Belgrade  Water  System  Improvements 
Coluifcia  Falls  Water  &  Sewer  System  Improv. 
Conrad  Water  System  Improvements 
Sage  Creek  Water  District 
Shelby  Sewer  System  Improvements 
Hot  Springs  Sewer  System  Improvements 
Power- Teton  WSD  Sewer  System  Improvements 
Libby  Sewer  System  Improvements 
Big  Fork  Sewer  System 
Total 


$  122,000 
1,235,000 
200,000 
500,000 
750,000 
592,000 
182,000 
200,000 
590,500 
250.000 

$13,861,735 


5.0% 


7% 
7X 
7% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
7% 


(NOTE:   Information  concerning  DNRC's  recofunendat i ons  was  not  available.) 


1985  WD  AND  WATER-RELATED  RRD  SMALL  LOANS  AND  GRANTS 


Name  of  Project 


Grant 

or 

DNRC 

Approp. 

DNRC 

Leg. 

Loan 

Recom. 

Amount 

Rank 

Rank 

G 

S  444,100 

1 

G 

68,500 

2 

G 

$  100,000 

100,000 

1 

3 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

2 

4 

G 

68,000 

68,000 

3 

5 

G 

85,000 

85,000 

4 

6 

G 

5,500 

5,500 

5 

7 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

6 

8 

G 

69,000 

7 

G 

17,000 

17,000 

8 

9 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

9 

10 

G 

50,000 

50,000 

10 

11 

L 

125,000 

125,000 

G 

9,000 

9,000 

11 

12 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

12 

13 

G 

80,000 

80,000 

13 

14 

G 

17,000 

17,000 

14 

15 

L 

32,244 

32,244 

G 

54,000 

54,000 

15 

16 

G 

20,000 

19,000 

16 

17 

G 

97,000 

17 

G 

60,000 

60,000 

18 

18 

L 

100,000 

100,000 

G 

99,000 

90,000 

19 

19 

G 

44,000 

44,000 

20 

20 

L 

66,000 

66,000 

G 

75,000 

75,000 

21 

21 

G 

17,000 

17,000 

22 

22 

G 

41,800 

41,800 

23 

23 

L 

158,200 

158,200 

G 

20,000 

20,000 

24 

24 

L 

100,000 

100,000 

G 

28,000 

28,000 

25 

25 

L 

142,000 

142,000 

G 

33,000 

33,000 

26 

26 

L 

117,000 

117,000 

G 

6,000 

6,000 

27 

27 

Swan  River  Youth  Camp  Sewage  Treatment  Plant 

MT  State  Prison  Expansion  of  Sewer 

MBMG  Statewide  Ground  H20  Information  Center 

Triangle  CD;  Triangle  Saline  Seep 

Carbon  CD;  Willow  Creek  Stream  Corridor  Hgmt 

U  of  M,  MT  For.  &  Exp  Stat;  Riparian  Veg  Sys 

Rosebud  CD;  Vegetative  Streambank  Stabil. 

Teton  County  CD;  Upper  Teton  Aquifer  Study 

MSU;  Hydrological  Assess  of  Pony  Creek 

Town  of  Ekalaka;  H20  &  Sewer  Facilities  Plan 

L&C/Jefferson  Val.  CD;  Prickly  Pear  Stabliz 

Cut  Bank  &  N.  Glacier  WSD;  N.  Cut  Bank  Sewer 

Cut  Bank  &  N.  Glacier  WSD;  N.  Cut  Bank  Sewer 

Seeley  Lake  MSLA  Cty  H20  Dist.  Devel  WSS  Plan 

U  of  M;  Missoula  Aquifer  Study 

Stillwater  CD  &  Beartooth  RC&O;  Saline  Seep 

Greenfields  ID;  Rehab  &  Auto  Bifurcation  (new) 

Greenfields  ID;  Rehab  &  Auto  Bifurcation  (new) 

Greenfields  ID;  Rehab  &  Auto  Bifurcation  (old) 

Carbon  CD;  Cottonwood  Creek  Stream  Cor.  Mgmt 

MSU;  Impacts  of  Small  Hydropower 

Antelope  WSD;  Water/Sewer  System 

Antelope  WSD;  Water/Sewer  System 

Daniels  County  CD;  Poplar  River  Monitoring 

Town  of  Cascade;  Landfill  Rehab 

Town  of  Cascade;  Landfill  Rehab 

Sheridan  County;  NE  MT  Ground  H20  Study 

Treasure  County  CD;  Irrigation  System  Reorg. 

Town  of  Saco;  H20  Systems  Improvement 

Town  of  Saco;  H20  Systems  Improvement 

Private  H20  Users  Ass.;  Weed  &  Moss  Catcher 

Private  H20  Users  Ass.;  Weed  &  Moss  Catcher 

Box  Elder  Rural  Imp.;  Well  Development 

Box  Elder  Rural  Imp.;  Well  Development 

Sheridan  Cnty  Sewer;  Reserve  Sewer  Sys. 

Sheridan  Cnty  Sewer;  Reserve  Sewer  Sys. 

Pipestone  Ditch  Co.;  Gravity  Irrigation 
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1985  WD  AND  WATER-RELATED  RRD  SMALL  LOANS  AND  GRANTS  (cont.) 


Name  of  Project 


Grant 

or 

DNRC 

Approp. 

DNRC 

Leg. 

Loan 

Recom. 

Amount 

Rank 

Rank 

L 

$   29,000 

$   29,000 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

28 

28 

G 

82,000 

82,000 

29 

29 

G 

15,000 

15,000 

30 

30 

G 

16,700 

16,700 

31 

31 

G 

56,000 

56,000 

32 

32 

G 

57,000 

33 

G 

44,000 

44,000 

34 

33 

G 

33,000 

33,000 

35 

34 

L 

167,000 

167,000 

G 

85,000 

85,000 

36 

35 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

37 

36 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

38 

37 

G 

10,000 

39 

G 

88,000 

88,000 

40 

38 

G 

35,000 

35,000 

41 

39 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

42 

40 

G 

66,500 

66,500 

43 

41 

G 

25,000 

25,000 

44 

42 

L 

92,380 

92,380 

G 

25,000 

25,000 

45 

43 

G 

32,000 

32,000 

46 

44 

L 

123,000 

123,000 

G 

42,000 

42,000 

47 

45 

L 

158,000 

158,000 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

48 

46 

G 

33,000 

33,000 

49 

47 

L 

127,000 

127,000 

G 

42,000 

42,000 

50 

48 

L 

158,000 

158,000 

G 

38,500 

80,500 

51 

49 

G 

80,500 

80,500 

52 

50 

L 

34,500 

34,500 

G 

8,350 

8,350 

53 

51 

L 

41,650 

41,650 

G 

37,000 

37,000 

56 

52 

G 

5,000 

5,000 

66 

53 

L 

3,990 

3,990 

G 

96,000 

96,000 

54 

54 

G 

19,300 

19,300 

55 

55 

G 

24,500 

24,500 

59 

56 

L 

24,568 

24,568 

G 

25,000 

25,000 

61 

57 

L 

56,625 

56,625 

G 

33,000 

33,000 

62 

58 

L 

167,000 

167,000 

G 

0 

64 

G 

27,000 

27,000 

65 

59 

L 

135,000 

135,000 

G 

25,000 

25,000 

68 

60 

L 

175,000 

175,000 

G 

3,400 

3,400 

71 

61 

L 

16,000 

16,000 

G 

20,000 

20,000 

73 

62 

L 

101,000 

101,000 

G 

17,000 

17,000 

76 

63 

L 

85,310 

85,310 

G 

39,000 

39,000 

57 

64 

G 

2,500 

2,500 

58 

65 

L 

27,500 

27,500 

G 

3,800 

3,800 

60 

66 

G 

26,000 

26,000 

63 

67 

Pipestone  Ditch  Co.;  Gravity  Irrigation 
DFWP;  Gartside  Dam  Repair  w/  Emergency  Breach 
Butte/Silver  Bow;  Sewer  Sludge  Application 
Deer  Lodge  CD;  Gilman  Wilberly  Group  Flood 
Private  H20  System  Ass.;  Technical  Advisor 
DFWP;  McNeil  Slough  Dam 
Fort  Belknap  Indian  Com.;  GroundH20  Study 
MBMG;  Madison  Valley  Arsenic 
Private  H20  Users;  Ditch  Rehabilitation 
Private  H20  Users;  Ditch  Rehabilitation 
MSU;  Ground  H20  Explore  of  Bozeman  Fan 
Whitefish  WSD;  Whitefish  Lake  Critical  Area 
Meagher  County;  Newlan  Creek  Dam  &  Irr. 
MSU  Ag  Res.  Cent.;  Cablegation  Demo. 
Private  Rural  H20;  Water  System  &  Supply 
DFWP;  Streambank  Preservation 
Treasure  County  CD;  Low  Interest  Loans 
DNRC  CDD;  Riparian  Mgmt  Program 
Custer  Cnty;  Fairgrounds  Sewer  System 
Custer  Cnty;  Fairgrounds  Sewer  System 
MSU;  Guidelines  for  Community  H20  Demands 
Glen  Lake  ID;  Therriault  Creek  Siphon 
Glen  Lake  ID;  Therriault  Creek  Siphon 
Cooke  City  H20  Users;  Water  System  Impr. 
Cooke  City  H20  Users;  Water  System  Impr. 
Red  Lodge;  Park  &  Irrigation  System  Dev 
City  of  Belt;  Sewage  System  Lift  Station 
City  of  Belt;  Sewage  System  Lift  Station 
City  of  Poison;  South  Poison  H20  Collection 
City  of  Poison;  South  Poison  H20  Collection 
DNRC  CDD;  Streambank  Reclamation 
Fairfield;  Open  Ditch  Conversion 
Fairfield;  Open  Ditch  Conversion 
Private  Canal  Co.;  Canal  Dredging  for  H20 
Private  Canal  Co.;  Canal  Dredging  for  H20 
City  of  Plentywood;  H20  System  Improv. 
Town  of  Scobey;  H20  System  Improv. 
Town  of  Scobey;  H20  System  Improv. 
MBMG;  Butte  Mine  Flooding  Monitoring 
Town  of  Dutton;  Municipal  H20  Supply 
City  of  Hamilton;  Water  System  Renovation 
City  of  Hamilton;  Water  System  Renovation 
City  of  Shelby;  Water  Supply  Development 
City  of  Shelby;  Water  Supply  Development 
Cascade  Cnty  RID;  Water  Line  Placement 
Cascade  Cnty  RID;  Water  Line  Placement 
City  of  Choteau;  Water  Supply  Study 
Gore  Hill  H20  District;  H20  System  Improv. 
Gore  Hill  H20  District;  H20  System  Improv. 
Town  of  Kevin;  Water  Storage  Reservoir 
Town  of  Kevin;  Water  Storage  Reservoir 
Private  Homeowners;  New  Well  &  Pump 
Private  Homeowners;  New  Well  &  Pump 
Sun  Prairie  Estates;  Water  System  Improv. 
Sun  Prairie  Estates;  Water  System  Improv. 
City  of  Helena;  H20  System  Storage  Improv. 
City  of  Helena;  H20  System  Storage  Improv. 
East  Bench  ID;  Hydropower  Develop.  Study 
Private  Individual;  Low  Pressure  Sprinkler 
Private  Individual;  Low  Pressure  Sprinkler 
City  of  Miles  City;  Park  Irrigation  System 
City  of  Miles  City;  Upgrade  Recreation  Lake 
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1985  MP  AND  WATER-RELATED  RRD  SHALL  LOANS  AND  GRANTS  (cont.) 


Name  of  Project 


Grant 

or 

DNRC 

Approp. 

Loan 

Recom. 

Amount 

G 

$ 

28,000 

$ 

28,000 

G 

21,000 

21,000 

G 

22,000 

22,000 

L 

138,000 

138,000 

G 

21,000 

21,000 

L 

133,525 

133,525 

G 

94,000 

94,000 

$6 

0 
.333,842 

$6 

1,645,442 

DNRC 

Leg. 

Rank 

Rank 

67 

68 

69 

69 

70 

70 

72 

71 

74 

72 

Greenfields  ID;  Hydropouer  Feasibility 
Town  of  W.  Yellowstone;  Storm  Sewer/Water 
Private  Partnership;  Small  Hydropower  Devel. 
Private  Partnership;  Small  Hydropower  Devel. 
City  of  Helena;  Sewage  Treatment  Plant 
City  of  Helena;  Sewage  Treatment  Plant 
Meagher  Cnty;  Golf  Course  Gravity  Flow 
Cascade  County;  Gibson  Flats  Flood  Control 
Total 


75 


Name  of  Project 


1985  WO  LARGE  LOANS 


DNRC 
Recom. 


DNRC 
Recommendation   Legislative  Action 
Approp.   Interest  Subsidy  Interest  Subsidy 
Amount     Rate   1st  7yrs   Rate   1st  5yrs 


Dutton  Town  of;  Water  Supply  Construction 

East  Bench  ID;  Gravity  Irrigation  System 

Glasgow  City  of;  Water  Supply  Source 

Neihart  Town  of;  Water  System  Improvement 

Yellowstone  Cnty;  Cedar  Park  Water  System 

Yellowstone  Cnty;  Oxbow  Area  Water  Supply 

Cooke  Pass-Cooke  City-Silver  Gate;  Sewer  Impr 

Fort  Benton  City  of;  Water  System  Improv. 

Poplar  Town  of;  Water  System  Improv 

Worden/Ballentine  Yellowstone  Cnty;Reservoir  Conts 

Evergreen  WSD;  Flathead  Cnty  Sewer  System 

Hungry  Horse  WSD;  Water  System  Improvements 

Dodson  Town  of;  New  Water  Well 

Drurmiond  Town  of;  Fire  &  Water  Project 

Lakeside  Cnty  SD;  Wastewater  Treatment  Facility 

Bozeman  City  of;  Lyman  Creek  Water  System 

Charlo  Water  Users  Ass;  Distribution  System 

East  Helena  City  of;  Water  System  Improvement 

Ekalaka  Town  of;  Water  System  Renovation 

Havre  City  of;  water  System  Improvement 

Lockwood  ID;  System  Renovation 

Pondera  Cnty  CD;  Lower  Birch  Creek  Watershed 

Seeley  Lake  Water  District;  Water  Storage  Tank 

Whitehall  Town  of;  Sewer  Project 

White  Sulphur  Springs  Town  of;  Water  System  Impr 

Denton  Town  of;  Water  Supply  System 

Judith  Gap  Town  of;  Water  Supply  Source 

Lima  Town  of;  Water  Facilities  Update 

Middle  Creek  Dam  Rehab. 

Milk  River  ID;  Tiber  Dam  Power  Project 

Anaconda/Deer  Lodge  Cnty;  Sewage  Facilities 

Hill  Cnty.  WD;  Rural  Water  Supply 

East  Bench  ID;  McHessor  Dry  Gulch  Gravity  Syst. 

Tiber  Cnty  WD;  New  Control  &  Monitoring 

Geraldine  Cnty  WD;  Rural  Water  System 

Roosevelt  Cnty  Rural  WD;  Rural  Water  System 

East  Glacier;  Water  Supply 


$   652,000 

Emergency 

5,662,000 

550,000 

555,000 

1,100,000 

336,730 

753,060 

477,260 

500,000 

3,226,900 

Emergency 

Emergency 

304,600 

800,000 

726,079 

269,440 

434,434 

395,250 

2,590,000 

247,000 

750,000 

310,706 

300,400 

639,150 

Emergency 

Emergency 

376,500 

300,000 

17,869,000 


Total 


110,000 

117,295 

559,260 

Emergency 

2,219,124 

Separate  Approp 


i  652,000 
400,000 

5,662,000 
550,000 
555,000 

1,100,000 
336,730 
753,060 
477,260 
500,000 

3,226,900 
762,430 
170,000 
304,600 

1,190,000 
726,079 
269,440 
434,434 
395,250 

2,590,000 
247,000 
750,000 
310,706 
300,400 
639,150 
185,000 
100,000 
376,500 

3,500,000 

17,869,000 

500,000 

1,410,000 

1,317,295 
559,260 
313,910 

2,219,124 
484^70 


4.0% 
4.0% 
4.0% 
4.0% 
4.0% 
4.0% 
3.0% 


4.0% 


.0% 

.0% 

.0% 

.0% 

.0% 

.0% 

.0% 

3.0% 

2.0% 

2.0% 

2.0% 

2.0% 

2.0% 

2.0% 

2.0% 

2.0% 

2.0% 

2.0% 

4.0% 

3.0% 

3.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

2.0% 
4.0% 
2.0% 
4.0% 


0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 


3.0% 


.0% 
.0% 
.0% 
.0% 
.0% 
.0% 
.0% 
.0% 
3.0% 
3.0% 
2.0% 
2.0% 
2.0% 
2.0% 
2.0% 
2.0% 
2.0% 
2.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
3%/30yr 
8% 
6% 

6%  4.0% 
2.0% 


$48.831.188  152.136,798 
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1987  WD  AND  WATER-RELATED  RRD  SMALL  LOANS  AND  GRANTS 


Name  of  Project 


Grant 

or 

DNRC 

Approp. 

DNRC 

Leg. 

Loan 

Recom. 

Amount 

Rank 

Rank 

G 

$   97,712 

$   97,712 

2 

1 

G 

100,000 

64,000 

1 

2 

G 

98,500 

98,500 

3 

3 

G 

100,000 

4 

G 

70,000 

35,000 

S 

4 

G 

100,000 
0(a) 

100,000 

6 

7 

5 

G 

65,760 

8 

G 

100,000 

10 

G 

10,000 

10,000 

12 

6 

G 

75,000 

37,500 

11 

7 

G 

100,000 

13 

G 

97,234 

75,000 

14 

8 

G 

6,625 

15 

G 

100,000 

16 

G 

84,900 

17 

G 

52,550 

18 

G 

58,766 

19 

G 

100,000 

20 

G 

100,000 

21 

G 

22,567 

22 

G 

100,000 

23 

G 

44,000 

24 

G 

0(b) 

25 

G 

17,967 

26 

G 

32,033 

27 

G 

60,000 

28 

G 

32,500 

29 

G 

36,845 

35,000 

44 

9 

G 

47,500 

47,500 

30 

10 

L 

142,500 

142,500 

G 

11,588 

31 

G 

2,074 

2,074 

43 

11 

G 

25,000 

25,000 

34 

12 

G 

86,300 

86,300 

32 

13 

G 

35,000 

33 

G 

60,000 

60,000 

9 

14 

G 

50,000 

50,000 

42 

15 

L 

150,000 

150,000 

G 

25,000 

25,000 

52 

16 

L 

75,000 

75,000 

L 

162,000 

17 

L 

133,300 

18 

L 

45,000 

95,000 

36 

19 

G 

50,000 

G 

39,650 

L 

118,950 

158,600 

51 

20 

L 

74,934 

99,934 

54 

21 

G 

25,000 

L 

129,387 

129,387 

60 

22 

G 

11,150 

35 

G 

78, 190 

37 

G 

30,000 

38 

G 

25,000 

39 

G 

62,625 

40 

G 

28,125 

41 

G 

26,775 

45 

G 

4,000 

46 

G 

100,000 

47 

G 

87,953 

48 

G 

40,644 

49 

G 

31,500 

50 

MT  State  Library;  MT  H20  Resources  Data  Mgmt 

Private  Co.;  Lima  Dam  Rehab 

MBMG;  Mobility  of  Ag  Chemicals 

Meagher  Cnty  WD;  Newlan  Cr.  Dam  Rehab  Study 

Hill  County;  Lower  Beaver  Creek  Dam  Rehab 

Treasure  Cnty  CD;  Conservation  Practice  Loan 

Mile  High  CD;  Berkeley  Pit  Reindustrialization 

U  of  M;  Bitterroot  Valley  GroundH20  Study 

MT  Salinity  Control  Ass;  State  Salinity  Control 

Private  Co.;  Edgar  Canal  Erosion  Control 

MSU;  Plastic  Irrigation  Canal  Lining 

Powder  River  CD;  Irrigation  H20  Quality  Study 

Flathead  CD;  Rehab  of  East  Spring  Creek 

Rosebud  CD;  Irrigation  Reorganization 

DSL;  Upper  Blackfoot  Stream  Reclamation 

DSL;  Nellie  Grant  Mine  Reclamation 

DNRC  WMB;  Strategy  for  Irrigation  Effic. 

Blaine  Cnty  CD;  Turner- Hogeland  Aquifer  Study 

DSL;  Snowshoe  Creek  Stream  Reclam. 

Butte-Silver  Bow  Govt.;  Metro  Sewer  Sludge  App 

Rudy  Valley  CD;  Short  Creek  Snotel  Device 

DNRC  CDD;  Agricultural  Riparian  Rehab 

Yellowstone  CD;  Yellowstone  Cnty  GroundH20 

Rosebud  &  Bighorn  CD;  Coal  Lands  GroundH20 

Private  Individual;  Gravity  Sprinkler  Irrig. 

Private  Corp.;  Gravity  Sprinkler  Irrig. 

DNRC  WMB;  Musselshell  H20  Availability 

Lower  Yellowstone  Develop;  Pick-Sloan  Power 

Mineral  Cnty;  St.  Regis  Park  Irrigation 

Carbon  Cnty;  Roberts  Water  System  Improv. 

Carbon  Cnty;  Rot)erts  Water  System  Improv. 

Private  Comp;  Irrigation  Diversion  Rehab 

Greenfields  ID;  Willow  Creek  Measuring  Device 

Private  Corp.;  Nilan  Canal  Lining 

Eastern  Sanders  CD;  Little  Bitterroot  Recharge 

Whitefish  Cnty  WSO;  Whitefish  Basin  H20  Quality 

Private  Corp;  Technical  Assistance  Advisor 

Town  of  Cascade;  Water  Distrib.  &  Supply  Improv 

Town  of  Cascade;  Water  Distrib.  &  Supply  Improv 

City  of  Shelby;  Shelby  H20  Rehab 

City  of  Shelby;  Shelby  H20  Rehab 

Sun  Prairie  Village;  WasteH20  Lagoon  Dike 

Lakeside  WD;  Lakeside  H20  Well  &  Main 

Wibaux;  H20  Storage  &  Distrib.  Improv 

Wibaux;  H20  Storage  &  Distrib.  Improv 

Sage  Creek  Cnty;  Sage  Creek  WD  Expansion 

Sage  Creek  Cnty;  Sage  Creek  WD  Expansion 

Yellowstone  Cnty;  Hillcrest  H20  System 

Yellowstone  Cnty;  Hillcrest  H20  System 

MSU;  Red  Bluff  Ranch  Irrigation 

Private  Individual;  Gravity  Sprinkler 

Toole  Cnty;  Satellite  GroundH20  Data 

DNRC  WMB;  State  Drought  Response 

Libby;  Master  Water  Plan 

Miles  City;  Spotted  Eagle  Lake  Enlargement 

Private  Comp;  People's  Creek  Rehab 

MBMG;  Arsenic  Investigation  In  Madison  River 

DNRC;  Energy  Efficient  Irrigation 

Red  Lodge;  Coal  Miners  Park  Irrigation 

U  of  M;  Impacts  of  Sewage  on  Flathead  Lake 

Greenfields  ID;  Lateral  Replacement 

DFWP;  Ashley  Lake  Dam  Rehab 
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1987  WD  AND  WATER-RELATED  RRD  SMALL  LOANS  AND  GRANTS  (cont.) 


Name  of  Project 


Grant 

or 

DNRC 

Approp. 

DNRC 

Leg. 

Loan 

Recom. 

Amount 

Rank 

Rank 

G 

$    9,324 

53 

G 

90,222 

55 

G 

33,750 

56 

G 

35,000 

57 

G 

49,000 

58 

G 

44,720 

59 

G 

50,000 

61 

G 

11,000 

62 

G 

68,110 

63 

G 

11,375 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
$3,984,305 

64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 

$1,994,307 

Private  Individual;  H20spreading  Irrigation 
MBMG;  Hydrogeologic  Controls  on  Selenium 
DFWP;  McNeil  Slough  Reconstruction 
DFWP;  Streambank  Preservation  Program 
Anaconda-Deer  Lodge  Cnty;  West  Valley  Flooding 
MSU;  GroundH20  Exploration  of  Bozeman  Fan 
Private  Corp;  Greenhouse  Devel 
Blaine  Cnty;  Turner  Park  Irrigation  System 
U  of  M;  Wetland  Filter  Systems  For  Mine 
Private  Individual 
DFWP;  Gartside  Dam  Reconstruction 
Carter  Cnty;  Little  Beaver  Creek  Crossing 
Private  Individual;  Water  Development 
Private  Assoc;  Central  Sewer  System  Constr. 
Lima;  Water  System  Reconstruction 
MT  Tech;  Computer  Modeling  of  Tailings 
MBMG;  Amelioration  of  Brine  &  Hydrocarbon 
MSU;  Selenium  in  Stockwater 
Cascade  Cnty;  Gibson  Flats  Drainage  Channel 
Total 

(a)  Final  funding  recoimiendation  may  be  dependent  upon  EPA  Superfund  program.  Will  make  funding  reconmendation 
for  this  project. 

(b)  Not  appropriate  funding;  should  go  to  MT  Coal  Board  which  provided  funding  in  the  past. 

1987  WD  LARGE  LOANS 


Name  of  Project 


DNRC 
Recom. 


Approp. 
Amount 


DNRC  Legislative 

Recommendation   Action 

Interest  Subsidy  Interest   Subsidy 
Rate    1st  5yrs   Rate     1st  5yrs 


Mill  Creek  WSD;  H20  Distrib.  &  Supply  Improv 
Harlem;  Water  System  Improvements 
Lima;  Water  System  Improvements 
Helena;  Ten  Mile  Water  Improvements 
Browning;  H20  Treatment  &  Transmission 
DFWP;  Gartside  Dam 

West  Yellowstone;  Water  System  Improvements 
Bitterroot  ID;  North  Hamilton  Heights 
Gravity  Irr. 

Roosevelt  Co.  Rural  WD;  Rural  Water  System 
Trail  Creek  H20  Ass.;  ID  Renovation 
Yellowstone  Cnty;  Emerald  Hills  H20  Distr. 
Milk  River  10;  Tiber  Dam  Power  Project 
Somers  Cnty  WSD;  Emerald  Hills  H20  Distrib. 
Total 


$   999,223  $   999,223  3%/30yrs 


403,125 

403,125 

250,000 

250,000 

10,202,600 

10,202,600 

1,294,900 

1,294,900 

565,000 

257,000 

1,500,000 

1,500,000 

622,120 

0 

0 

0 

19,655,900 

748,540 

3X/30yrs 


2.0% 
2. OX 
2. OX 
1.5X 

1.0% 


3X/30yrs 


O.OX 
3.0X 


3%/30yrs 


2.0% 
2.0% 
1.0% 

0.5% 
0.0% 
0.0% 


$36.241.408  $14.906.848 
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1989  UP  SMALL  LOANS  AND  GRANTS 


Name  of  Project 


Grant 

or 

Loan 


DNRC 
Recoin. 


Approp. 
Amount 


DNRC 
Rank 


Leg. 
Rank 


Daly  Ditch  ID;  Republican  West  Diversion  G    $  100,000 

Private  Applicant;  H20  System  Tech. Advisor  G  60,000 

Beaverhead  &  Mile  High  CD;  Big  Hole  River  G  31,742 

Prairie  Cnty  CD;  Watershed  Demo.  Mgmt  Pract.  G  68,991 

Carbon  CD;  Rushwater  Creek  Erosion  G  100,000 

Private  Applicant;  Wastewater  Pond  Effluent  G  29,558 

Carbon  CO;  Rock  Creek  Decreed  Water  G  30,000 

Huntley  Project  ID;  Main  Canal  Measuring  G  44,268 

Outton,  Town  of;  Streambank  Stabilization  G  24,500 

Poplar,  Town  of;  Water  Treatment  Facility  G  50,000 

Park  CD;  Park  Branch  Sediment  Diversion  G  24,857 

Sheridan  Cnty;Carroll  Dam  Feasibility  G  84,500 

Cascade  Cnty;  Sun  Prairie  Village  WasteH20  G  50,000 

Cascade  Cnty;  Sun  Prairie  Village  WasteH20  L  150,000 

Private  Applicant;  Gravity  Sprinkler  Project  G  32,023 

Greenfields  ID;  Greenfields  Lateral  Rehab  G  43,082 

Troy,  City  of;  Water  System  Improvements  G  19,150 

Stillwater  CD;  Park  City  H20  Development  G  13,330 

Stillwater  CD;  Park  City  H20  Development  L  45,474 

Private  Applicant;  Big  Sky  Dam  G  18,277 

Green  Mountain  CD;  Fire  Hydrants  for  Trout  Cr  G  18,720 

Lakeside  WD;  Stoner  Creek  Rd  &  Woodacres  G  28.500 
Total                                         $1.066.972 


$100,000 
60,000 
18,400 
65,000 
100,000 
25,000 
30,000 
44,268 
24,500 
50,000 
30,000 
84,500 


$631.668 


1 
2 

3 
4 
6 

7 

a 

9 

14 

15 

5 

13 
10 

11 
12 
16 
17 

18 
19 
20 


1 
2 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 


1989  RRD  GRANTS 


Name  of  Project 


Grant 

or 

Loan 


DNRC 
Recom. 


Approp. 
Amount 


DNRC 
Rank 


Leg. 
Rank 


IfOtEs   HigligHtwt  projectB  are  non- water  projects 
and  thus  «p«  not  eUgibte  for  Watepfi 
D«velapn«8«  funds. 


5»Uatin  CO;  East  Ssl latin  State  Rec.  Area 
Flathead  Basin  Comnission;  Forest  Practices 
It  State  Library;  m   national  Resource  rnfo 
►it  State  Library;  MT  H20  Info  System 
P  Stete  library;  MT  Katural  Heritage  ppogram 
U  of  M;  Mgmt  Guidelines/Riparian  Site 
D  of  Ag;  Monitor  Ag  Chemicals  in  Ground  H20 
Flsttiead  Valtey  Com.  CoL;  Outdoor  Ett  |||^!i«||| 
L  &  C  Cnty;  Hydrogeologic  Evaluation 
Belgrade,  City  of;  Meter  Installation 
Belgrade,  City  of;  Meter  Installation 
btVC;   Wfldtffe  Jtabitat/ConservatliWi  ftfeSi^ifv* 
Hysham,  Town  of;  Hysham  Water  System  Improv 
Hysham,  Town  of;  Hysham  Water  System  Improv 
Whitefish  W&S;  Swift  Creek  Clay  Banks 
Miles  City,  City  of;  H20  Distribution  System 
East  Glacier  W&SD;  Midvale  Creek  Diversion 
East  Glacier  W&SD;  Midvale  Creek  Diversion 
Yellowstone  Cnty;  Valley  Creek;Calamity  Jane 
Glasgow,  City  of;  H20  &  Waste  H20  Master  Plan 
elSt;  fntegratad  Forest  Resource  Info 
Colimbia  Falls,  City  of;  Waste  Master  Plan 
Missoula  Cnty;  Emergency  Response/Aquifer 
MSU-Eastern  Ag  Research;  Ground  H20  Nitrates 
DNRC  CDD;  Water  Reservation  Develop 
Green  Mnt.  CO;  Fire  Hydrants  for  Trout  Cr. 


6 

tioo.ooo 

«H»,OQO 

t 

G 

25,000 

25,000 

2 

C 

»,806 

99,806 

3 

G 

45,510 

45,510 

4 

6 

99,450 

99,450 

5 

G 

41,733 

41,773 

6 

^_ G^.,  ......  ..^ 

93,550 

93,550 

7 

72,000 

^ 

^  G 

100,000 

100,000  ■ 

G 

50,000 

50,000 

11 

L 

150,000 

150,000 

,.,,„,,„^,..,,._,,,..,, 

50.000 

™.:»^ 

G 

50,000 

50,000 

13 

L 

150,000 

150,000 

G 

73,440 

73,440 

14 

G 

16,500 

15 

G 

50,000 

40,000 

16 

L 

66,380 

76,380 

G 

10,000 

10,000 

17 

G 

25,000 

18 

G 

89,121 

89,121 

19 

G 

20,000 

20,000 

^0 

G 

45,000 

45,000 

21 

G 

10,700 

10,700 

22 

G 

32,000 

32,000 

23 

G 

18,720 
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"2 
4 


8 
9 


10 
11 
12 
13 


iS 
16 
17 
18 
19 


1989  RRD  GRAMTS  (cont.) 


Name  of  Project 


Grant 

or 

Loan 


DNRC 

Approp. 

DNRC 

Recom. 

Amount 

Rank 

S       28,500 

60,d00 

60,000 

Ifl 

30,000 

Ift^OOO 

0 

26 

0 

27 

0 

28 

0 

<% 

liiWiii^S! 

0 

'"llO 

Leg. 
Rank 


Lakeside  WO;  Stoner  Creek  Road 
DSU  P  Hot  yrban  for«ft try 
CMCKie  Cnty;  HXvtt   Cr«»t  Cross  Cduntry  ^i 
LSC  Cnty;  Voluntary  Ag  Land  Coo6«rvet ion 
Flathead  CO;  Flathead  Cnty  GroundH20  Study 
MSU;  H20  Quality  Criteria  for  Range 
MBMG;  GroundH20  Training  Center 
DSl;  forestry  &»  education  Proi«tt 
Whitefish  Cnty  WSb;  (jeology/GroundH20  Resources 
Total 


20 
21 
24 

25 


$1.7A0.190   $1.508.950 


1989  WO  LARGE  LOANS 


Name  of  Project 


DNRC 
Recom. 


Approp. 
Amount 


DNRC 

Reconmendation 

Interest  Subsidy 


Legislative  Action 
Interest  Subsidy 


Rate   1st  5yrs    Rate   1st  5yrs 


East  Bench  ID;  Gravity  Sprinkler  Irrigation      $ 

Lake  Cnty/Big  Arm  SO;  Big  Arm  Sewer  2, 

Somers  Cnty  WSD;  Somers  Sewer  3, 

City  of  Bozeman;  Lyman  Creek  H20  System 

City  of  Glendive;  Water  Treatment  Plant  4, 

Noxon  Comnunity;  Gravity  H20  Company  H20  System 

City  of  Whitefish;  H20  Treatment  &  Distribution    6, 

Town  of  Wibaux;  H20  Storage  Reservoir 

Sun  Prairie  Village;  WSD  Wastewater  System  Improv 

Town  of  Fairview;  H20  Treatment  Facility  Improv 

City  of  Miles  City;  H20  Treatment/Presedimentation  1, 

Park  County  WD/Gardiner;  Jardine  Pressure  Zone 

Town  of  Browning;  Sewage  Treatment  Facility 

Anaconda/Deer  Lodge  Cnty;  WasteH20  Treatment  Plant  

$19, 


431,000 
283,893 
151,960 
386,893 
075,000 
593,950 
035,800 
250,000 

258,250 
532,910 
360,500 


360.156 


$      431,000  3X/30yrs 

2,283,893  3.0% 

3,151,960  3. OX 

386,893  2. OX 

4,075,000  2. OX 

222,550  3. OX 

6,035,800  2. OX 

250,000  2. OX 

584,014 

258,250  1.0X 

1,532,910  1.0X 

360,500  1.0X 

447,014 

500.000 


4X/30yrs 


$20.519.784 


3. OX 
3. OX 
2. OX 
2. OX 
2. OX 
2. OX 
2. OX 
2. OX 
1.0X 
1.0X 
1.0X 
O.OX 
O.OX 
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1991  WD  SHALL  LOANS  AND  GRANTS 


Naine  of  Project 


Grant 

or 

DNRC 

Approp. 

Loan 

Recom. 

Amount 

G 

$  100,000 

$  100,000 

G 

72,539 

72,539 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

G 

58,364 

58,364 

G 

92,000 

92,000 

G 

100,000 

100,000 

G 

14,708 

14,708 

G 

50,000 

50,000 

L 

150,000 

G 

50,000 

50,000 

L 

50,000 

G 

91,319 

91,319 

G 

53,382 

53,382 

G 

0 

7,500 

L 

200,000 

L 

100,000 

L 

80,950 

L 

100,000 

L 

14,169 

G 

15,000 

G 

98,778 

G 

67,787 

G 

21,800 

G 

5,000 

G 

0 
$1,090,677 

$1,584,931 

1991  RRO 

GRANTS 

Grant 

or 

DNRC 

Approp. 

Loan 

Recom. 

Amount 

DNRC 

Leg. 

Rank 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

« 

5 

6 

7 

8 

8 

11 

9 

9 

10 

10 

11 

13 

12 

18 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Chinook  ID;  Hi  Ik  River  H20  Supply 
Lower  Husselshell  CD;  River  Hgmt  Tools 
Glasgow  ID;  Improving  H20  Use  Efficiency 
Greenfields  ID;  Greenfields  Gravity  Sprinkler 
MT  State  Library;  Drought  Honitoring  System 
Jocko,  et  al.  ID;  Flathead  Irrigation  Info 
L&C  Cnty  CD;  Nilan  Water  Cons.  Project 
Private  Applicant;  Ruby  Creek  Dam 
Private  Applicant;  WasteH20  Collection 
Private  Applicant;  WasteH20  Collection 
Fort  Shaw  ID;  Rehab  of  Headworks  &  "A"  Syst 
Fort  Shaw  ID;  Rehab  of  Headworks  &  "A"  Syst 
Dutton,  Town  of;  Dutton  H20  Storage  Reservoir 
Phillips  CD;  Hoisture  monitoring 
Private  Applicant;  Sun  River  Water  System 
Chinook,  Town  of;  Hi  Ik  River  Weir  Replacement 
Belt,  Town  of;  Sewage  System  Improvements 
Glasgow,  Town  of;  Glasgow  H20  &  WasteH20 
Missoula  City/Cnty  Health  Oept.;  Linda  Vista 
Fairfield,  Town  of;  Fairfield  Waterway 
Private  Applicant;  Fishery  Improvement 
HBHG;  Hydrologic  Control;  SE  Hobility 
Granite  CD;  Demonstration  Ice  Block 
Private  Applicant;  Cherry  Creek  Flood  Control 
Private  Applicant;  River  Road  Stabilization 
Private  Applicant;  Crow  Creek  Lining  Project 


Name  of  Project 


12 
14 
15 
16 
17 
19 


DNRC 
Rank 


Leg. 
Rank 


WOlti      ^itjIiiiWViMjmilw^  and 

^     tht«  ftre  not  eligible  for  Water  Development  fund|| 


Yellowstone  Cnty  CD;  Streambank  Reinforcement  G    %     100,000 

MhFitMt'W^W^'li^  ji     ,  A8.677 

MT  State  Library;  MT  Water  Info  System  &     "  99,866 

Neihart,  Town  of  ;  Neihart  H20  System  Improv  G  50,000 

Neihart,  Town  of  ;  Neihart  H20  System  Improv  L 

Ekalaka,  Town  of;  H20  Supply  &  Storage  G  49,975 

Ekalaka,  Town  of;  H20  Supply  &  Storage  L 

MSU;  Public  Education  in  H20  Management  G  100,000 

(ill  State  Library;  Herfts^e  Program  C  ^,760 

Stillwater  CD;  Evaluation  of  Plastic  Lining  G  56,848 

Broadwater  CD;  Irrigation  H20  Mgmt  G  100,000 

DNRC;  Beaverhead  Ground  H20  Study  G  100,000 

Poison,  City  of;  Wellhead  Protection  Program  G  76,055 

Three  Forks,  Town  of;  H20  System  Improv  G  100,000 

Fort  Shaw  Irrigation  Project;  Rehab  Study  G  50,000 

Butte-Silver  Bow,  Gov.  of;  Blacktail  Cr.  G  100,000 

Liberty  Cnty  CD;  Sweetgrass  Bills  Ground  H2o  G  100,000 

Missoula  Cnty  CD;  Irrigation  Diversion  G  85,250 

Fallon  Cnty;  Baker  Lake  Erosion  Control  G  15,361 

Darby  Sctiwl  &Utrict;  Darby  School  Park  C  2S,30D 

Meagher  Cnty  CD;  South  Side  Canal  Lining  G  37,500 

Meagher  Cnty  CD;  South  Side  Canal  Lining  L 

DNRC;  Battle  Creek  Storage  Unit  G 


100.000 

50,000 
150,000 

100,000 
100,000 

56,848 

100,000 

100,000 

76,055 

100,000 

50,000 

100,000 

100,000 

85,250 

15,361 

25.300 

37,500 

62,500 

82,000 


5 

-I 
9 
12 
15 
8 
10 
16 
11 
18 
19 
13 


6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
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1991  RRD  GRANTS  (cont.) 


Name  of  Project 


Outlook  USD;  Water  Uell  Connection 
Mites  City.  Town  of;  RecyclinB  Program 
MSLA  City/Cnty  Health;Aquifer  Monitoring 
C»rbon  Cnty;  tnt«9rated  «»st«  Harwgenwnt 
Belt,  Town  of;  Beit  Sewage  System  Improvement 
Teton  Cnty  CD;  Alternative  Diversion  Sites 
Chinook,  Town  of;  Milk  River  Weir  Replace. 
CotLTObuB,  Tomi  of;  Calu(i*xis  Recreation  Proj. 
DNftd;  CIS  Project 

Glasgow,  Town  of;  Water  and  Wastewater 
Big  Sky  SD;  County  USD 

MSLA  City/Health  Dept.;  Linda  Vista  Sewer 
Cascade/Teton  Cnty  CD;  Muddy  Creek  Study 
Fairfield,  Town  of;  Fairfield  Waterway 
MSU,  Extension  $efvice;  Natural  Resource  Ed 
Lakeside  Cnty  SD;  Loan  Repayment 
MBMG;  Water  Education  Program 
Flaxville,  Town  of;  Loan  Repayment 
MSU;  Evaluation  of  Ditch  Lining 
Dawson  Cnty;  Aquifer  H20  Feasibility 
MSU-E.  Ag  Stat.;  Movement  of  Nitrates 
Total 


Grant 

or 

DNRC 

Approp. 

Loan 

Recom. 

Amount 

G 

$    7,875 

G 

96„5« 

G 

85,929 

Q 

45,  «7 

G 

25.000 

G 

11,780 

G 

50,000 

G 

99,906 

G 

0 

G 

80,950 

G 

33,750 

G 

100,000 

G 

100,000 

G 

14,169 

G 

A9,2m 

G 

0 

G 

0 

G 

0 

G 

0 

G 

0 

G 

0 
$2.283.181 

$1,589,466 

DNRC 
Rank 


Leg. 
Rank 


20 
21 
22 
25 
2S 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 


1991  WD  LARGE  LOANS 


Name  of  Project 


Forsyth,  City  of;  H20  Treatment  Plant 
Seeley  Lake-MSLA  Cnty  WO;  Water  Treatment  Plant 
Columbia  Falls,  City  of;  Water  Improvements 
Huntley  ID;  Rehab  &  Reconstruct,  of  Diversion 
Beaverhead  Cnty;  Lima  Dam  Rehab 
Mill  Creek  W&SD;  Mill  Creek  Gravity  Sprinkler 
Lakeside  W&SD;  Lakeside  WasteH20  Facility 
Total 


DNRC 

Reconmendation 

DNRC 

Approp. 

Interest  Subsidy 

Recom. 

Amount 

Rate   1st  5yrs 

$1,948,916 

$1,948,916 

2. OX 

It      922,150 

922,150 

2.0% 

1,163,720 

1,163,720 

1.0% 

749,797 

749,797 

0.0% 

3,040,000 

3,040,000 

151,000 

251.700 

$8,227,283 

0%/30yrs 

$7,824,583 

Legislative  Action 
Interest  Subsidy 
Rate   1st  5yrs 


2. 

2. 

1. 

0. 
3%/30yrs 
6%/30yrs 
6%/30yrs 


0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
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